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4. The Leibler brothers and the Australia/lsraei Review: 
Economic rationalism, dope and land rights 


Introduction 

'Tlie July 8-28 issue of the sleazy little rag, the Australia/ 

1 ± Israel Review carried a list of names of 2000 members of 

j Pauline Hanson s One Nation party, in a blatant attempt to 
terrorize those average citizens who had expressed their con¬ 
cerns about where this country is heading, by joining One Na¬ 
tion. This is not the first time AIR has pulled this trick; it has 
previously published not only the names of supporters of the 
Citizens Electoral Council (CEC), but also the amounts of mon¬ 
ey those individuals contributed to the CEC. 

This time, however, a chorus of outrage, including from 
the Jewish community, greeted AIR^s latest despicable act 
under chairman Mark Leibler. Most scathing were survi¬ 
vors of the Holocaust. Marika Weinberger, a survivor of 
. the Auschwitz death camp and president of the Australian 
Jewish Holocaust Survivors, told the Australian Jewish 
News (AJN) of July 17, 1998, that the publication was 
irresponsible...It has caused division. It did not achieve 
any good, and it is not becoming of us. It is not the way 
Jews operate.” “Nine members of my mother’s family were 
taken away,” continued Ms. Weinberger, “because their 

Who and what does AIR really represent? — 

A s even the acting president of the Executive Council 
■^t^of Australian Jewry, Peter Wertheim—who defended 
A//?.y publication of the list—had to acknowledge in the 
July 17, 1998 AJN, the AIR “is a privately-owned publica¬ 
tion. It does not represent or speak for the Jewish commu¬ 
nity... The truth is, that despite its high falutin’ name, AIR 
represents neither Australia, nor Israel, nor anyone but the 
people who set it up—the Leibler brothers, Mark and Isi, 
their small circle of ultra-wealthy associates (See Table 1) 
and implicitly, Australia’s financial oligarchy, for which 
Mark serves as the tax accountant. The Leiblers use AIR 
tor hatchet jobs against those whom they, and the financial 
oligarchy they serve as frontmen, want to destroy. 

And, as we shall demonstrate in this, and in an accompa¬ 
nying article “Taxation lawyer Mark Leibler; Robin Hood 
in reverse , AIR boss Mark Leibler is up to his eyeballs in 
activmes destructive to this nation, including economic ra¬ 
tionalism, the tax avoidance industry on a staggering scale 
t^he legalisation of deadly drugs, and Aboriginal land rights’ 
rom the latter of which Leibler is personally making a tidy 
bundle, as he has from the tax avoidance industry The is¬ 
sue is not one of “race”, nor of religion: these are econom- 


names appeared on a list. About 
22,000 Hungarian Jews were tak¬ 
en away because their names 
were on lists. Jews should know 
better.” Another Holocaust sur¬ 
vivor, Mr. Sam Spitzer from 
Sydney, told the A/A^that A//? j 
publishing the lists “has done 
more harm to the Australian 
Jewish community than 
Pauline Hanson could do in 100 years.” 

Said Mr. Spitzer, “I condemn the publication of the list. It has 
injected feai* and anguish into Holocaust survivors and result¬ 
ed in personal insecurity and angst. Their actions are unfor¬ 
givable... they have harmed the Jewish community”. 

But most to the point was the question asked by Holo¬ 
caust survivor Walter Dohan: “I don’t think Pauline Han¬ 
son would have done any damage to the Jews. She has nev¬ 
er said anything anti-Semitic. Why are we attacking some¬ 
one who s never attacked us?” 



/c/;c»//ae5 by which the average Australian is being looted 
of ^he Uiblers and their ultra-wealthy friends 
The Leiblers are hysterical about Pauline Hanson, and even 
more so about American physical economist Lyndon La- 
Rouche, because both have proposed policies of economic 
nationalism which are anathema to the Leiblers and their 
backers, because it would stop the looting of this country 
Futhermore, to the extent that the Leiblers and their friends 
represent anything whatsoever within the Australian Jew¬ 
ish community, it is only a very narrow section of it that 
most clearly identified historically with the notorious Jew¬ 
ish fascist of the 1920s and 1930s, Vladimir Jabotinsky the 
man whom Israeli founding father David Ben Gurion used 
to refer to as “Vladimir Hitler”. 

But the real secret to the Leiblers’ influence lies with their 
powerful sponsors: they are part of a London-directed in¬ 
ternational anti-defamation” apparatus associated with Ca¬ 
nadian booze baron Edgar Bronfman’s World Jewish Con¬ 
gress, and with the Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B’rith 
an ostensibly U.S.-based organisation which is in fact di¬ 
rected from London. And both of these, in turn, are merely 
thugs for the l.ondon-centred global financial oligarchy. 

Page 33 



Isi Leibler 


The AIR: In the beginning... 

I n the wake of the 1973 Arab- 
[sraeli war, Isi Leibler began 
a crusade against “pro-Pales¬ 
tinian” or alleged “anti-Semit¬ 
ic” influences in the labour 
movement, in trade unions and 
in the universities. He gave a 
famous speech in 1974, “The 
Escalation of Anti-Israel and 
Anti-Semitic agitation in Aus¬ 
tralia”, in which he said that “I 
intend to personally devote the 

bulk of my communal activity in the immediate future to¬ 
wards assisting in this area”, and emphasised that “Mr. [Sam] 
Lipski’s Australia-Israel Publications Office ...will be re¬ 
quired to act in this area immediately.” According to a stand¬ 
ard history. The Jews in Australia by Prof. W.D. Rubin¬ 
stein, who himself served on A//?’s board as well as on the 
board of the Isi Leibler-founded Australian Institute of Jew¬ 
ish Affairs (AIJA), “The first effort in this direction [to im¬ 
plement Leibler’s speech] was the establishment of the fort¬ 
nightly Australia/Israel Review by Australia/Israel Publi¬ 
cations (AIP) in 1976 under the Directorship of Isador Magid 
and the late Robert Zablud, Jewish leaders who have been 
close to Israel for many years. Its first editor was Sam Lip- 
ski, the well-known journalist (with Yehuda Svoray playing a 
prominent role); more recently Michael Danby (as editor) and 
Dr. Colin Rubenstein of Monash University (as Chairman of 
the Editorial Committee) have headed its operation...” 

Isi gave a big push to the AIP in the early days, while broth¬ 
er Mark helped secure AIR's office on St. Kilda Road, Mel¬ 
bourne. Early funding came from the Zionist Federation of 
Australia and from the United Israel Appeal. Though Isi and 


Revisionist Zionism--—- 

A s noted, AIR represents only a minority—and extrem¬ 
ist —viewpoint within the Australian Jewish commu¬ 
nity, one most closely identified historically with the “Re¬ 
visionist” current of Zionism associated with Vladimir Ja- 
botinsky, whether all AIR personnel formally call themselves 
Revisionists, or not. But the founder of AIR was precisely 
such a fanatical Revisionist, Robert Zablud. Former long¬ 
time AIR editor Michael Danby eulogised Zablud, whom 
he called the “organisational genius” behind AIPM//?, in 
the 19 September-2 October 1989 A/R, noting that Zablud’s 
vision of Judaism was inspired by “his mentor Zeev Jabo- 
tinsky”, whom Danby called “a much misunderstood cen¬ 
tre-right Zionist ideologue.” Mr. Danby was a tad polite— 
Vladimir Jabotinsky was a well-known admirer of Italian 
fascist Benito Mussolini in Italy in the 1920s and 1930s, 
who even founded a legion of “black shirts” modeled on 
Mussolini’s and Hitler’s fascist gangs, at a training ground 
Mussolini gave him in Civitavecchia, Italy. Israeli found¬ 
ing father and first prime minister David Ben Gurion used 
to regularly refer to Jabotinsky, the spiritual father of “Re¬ 
visionist Zionism” which gave birth to the terrorist Irgun 
and Stem gangs in the 1930s, as “Vladimir Hitler.” The 
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Table 1 

The Oligarchs behind the AIR 

This sleazy little rag represents only the following super- 
wealthy elitists and a few of their friends, who are now, or 
have been leading figures in the AIR and/or its parent body 
chaired by Mark Leibler, the Australia Israel Jewish Affairs 
Council (formerly Australia/Israel Publications, AIP). The 
fact that they are nominally Jewish is purely incidental; they 
represent what the old Labor Party used to call the “Money 
Power", which is entirely ecumenical. 


NAME net worth* 

Frank Lowy, key figure in Sydney AIR 

operations Australia’s 2”® richest man 

after Kerry Packer $2.1 billion 


Isador Magid, co-founder of AIP, with 

Jabotinsky follower Robert Zablud $165 million 

Solomon Lew, key figure in Melbourne 

A/R operations $600 million 

Isi Leibler, called for founding of AIR $80 million 

Mark Leibler, present chairman of AIR. Net 
worth unknown, but represents 40 people ,, , 
on BRW “200 Rich List”, and several of 
Australia’s top corporations. 

* According to the May 25, 1998 “Rich 200" 
list in the Business Review Weekly 


Mark have had their well-publicised spats, their organisations 
have been very close: there have been frequent discussions 
over the years about merging Isi’s AUA with Australia/Israel 
Publications (AIP), the original parent company for the AIR, 
which is now known as the Australia Israel Jewish Affairs 
Council (AIJAC), and which is chaired by Mark.^'^ 


private secretary to Jabotinsky 
in the 1930s was Benzion 
Netanyahu, the father of Isra¬ 
el’s current prime minister, Bin- 
yamin Netanyahu, who has in¬ 
herited Jabotinsky’s outlook, 
and who has therefore all but 
destroyed the Arab-Israeli 
peace process. Jabotinsky-ad- 
mirer Zablud held numerous 
Zionist positions in Australia, 
including President of the State 
Zionist Council of Victoria, and then President of the Zion¬ 
ist Federation of Australia, a post later held for a decade by 
Mark Leibler, now chairman of AIR. 

Not surprisingly, the Leiblers have had bitter differences 
with the pro-peace faction in Israel. Mark and Isi had for 
many years appointed themselves to represent the govern¬ 
ment of Israel, in their dealings with governments of the 
Asia/Pacific region, including that of Australia, until Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin told Isi in an early 1993 meeting in Israel 
that they should drop that role. According to thQ Australian Jewish 



Israeli Prime Minister Bin- 
yamin Netanyahu threatens 
to plunge the Middle East 
into war. 




News of 22/1/93, “He [Rabin] has told 
Executive Council of Australia Jewry 
president Isi Leibler that, while he ap¬ 
preciates the Australian Jewish commu¬ 
nity’s past efforts, government-to- 
government relations should be left 
to Israel’s embassy.’’ The AyAsaid 
Rabin was specifically talking about 
Leibler’s ECAJ and the Zionist Fed¬ 
eration of Australia, then headed by 
Mark Leibler, whom Rabin did not 
want “approaching Canberra unilat¬ 
erally with letters, statements, or 
delegations which may influence 
the frequency, tone or content of the 
Australian government’s official 
statements on Israel and the Middle 
East.” 

Whether because of this snub, or 
for other reasons, Isi caused a huge 
scandal in the Australian Jewish 
community when, on August 29 
1995, he issued an unprecedented 
open letter to Rabin in which he cas¬ 
tigated the Israeli prime minister for 
allegedly using “the most abusive 
and offensive language” about the 
fanatical West Bank settlers move¬ 
ment. In November, 1995, a mem¬ 
ber of that movement assassinated 
Rabin, in a process which ultimate¬ 
ly brought Binyamin Netanyahu to 
power, and with him, the end of the 
Oslo Accords. Isi could not contain 
his excitement at Netanyahu’s elec- 
don, congratulating him for “fight¬ 
ing an uphill battle under enormous 
handicaps. You amazed the world 
with what can only be described as 
an absolutely stunning victory.” In 
1986, Netanyahu had been a guest 
of the AIR in Melbourne. 

Though the Leiblers are closest to 
the Jabotinsky strain of Zionism, 
their ultimate allegiance is to noth¬ 
ing within Judaism, but to what the 
old Labor Party used to call the 
“Money Power”, centred in the City 
of London. 


Australian Jewish News 
22 January 1993 


Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin in 1993 told Isi and 
Mark Leibler to drop their self- 
serving representation of Is¬ 
rael to governments in the 
Asia/Pacific region. In August 
1995, Isi defended the fanati¬ 
cal “settlers’ movement” in a 
bitter public attack on Rabin; 
three months later, one of that 
movement assassinated Rabin. 


Rabin urges leaders to 
drop local ‘diplomaed 

Bemara Freedman ana Sam L eonwn or dM Aumiu. . 


Bernard Freedman and Sam L,psiti 

Wlntewr VltztrOi winw Ano 


eanttr.i cl dK AnanlUa tavon un cnfA 
0>i hnci AM diA mSScU^ 
lUftiod Addf A ftiniiAr -i-inumi to 


BaIiao Jrmith coosauoltv orfABlAiiaoiu lu tree S» • ftuiMr -—Mtiiii to 

bratlAAbiolAdU. divtioo dM<r worldM 

hAA told e»wi»vA CoolKl or AwdMA **!**““*•*»»«« am 


H* hAA told e»«w»vt CooAKl or AwdMA jA»*tv _ 

pon t dAtit IaI UlMtr thAt, wNI« ho toorodAMAihA ***♦ kot* tpadWIilB 

Woiun Jcinit, JoiiSJiorrJi AotwdtA. wrrotSS^ 

MM * "0 "te AhooVI 


AuaviIIak JaMaA niinin«nli)i'i pott 

AtfOrtA. A«^AttSIMO(-loa»..tmCEAOI 

AAlAtloot Ahould *t Irfl lu lirAAl'A 
AtnhAAAy. 

M/ Lclhlor, rAconUy rrturoed 
(Ma A dAU 10 IatvaI. AAld iblA oeth 
IhAI Mr RAhln hAd wokoo ttrj WaH. 

'>■ >A»«ri now AAohowdor le 
AowmllA, YaIiMa Avbat. 

Mr RaOIo hod tudR.*A<od ihoi aua. 

WAA JcMtAh coonunlir ontAabA- 
kooi roocAnooto noro oc uicoufod- 
lo| uaUa wlih ItrAol, InvAAimAot. 

AliyAh, culiunl aiAnert aoA floTiau 
AnnAei»l<lAoi,MruiWAfA»)d. 

Tho .(ArAAll primt ulnlAtAr't 
ropnried Wewt on Iht ncod for a i »o 
OM rktdl)' now paMataaI lohOyloi »IU«aa (toAlo 



l^if* <lwtaM»AO lor A(» 

to lASAtOB bAtWAM lOA MO And. 

Aonte MtnIntAr SUnuo how loU 
Mr that Jfwlth coaiiaoiilt* 

onAOlAAdoaA ihooli ho iMidllf It A 

i jy.? Hi Hit MholA ■ 

' oriitAfldt hurdAtutoiAllAoi. 

Mr ^bln And Mr ?crtt utro a. 

Bort ihno W lOAdiaf ht»«)i pn,. 
ddaoeuj am culloihl BuiiroA —> 
hy PrAAIdOot Ch.l 
l^^er VI* IMty «t«y (n 

AW...U. innW_ A»,k.» o»„Su 


Table 2 


Mark Leibler’s Clients 


Mark Leibler, chairman of the Australian Israel Jewish Affairs Council fAIJACI whirh 
publishes Austral,a/Jsrael Review, represents neither -Austrana" norTael" but Aulbat 
and financial oligarchy. He is on the board of retailing giant Coles Mver 
which IS, after Rio Tinto, the second most important corporate “kindergarten” in the coun-’ 
tiy, whose trainees have fanned out to take control over many oth^r companies As a 
SI?" partner in the Metbourne law firm orArnokj Bloch 

F^an^TwlL: article in the AutSn 

Bloch Leibler has traditionally been a firm that serviced the Melbourne Jewkh 

AbTrnWhPrn^ likes of Hooker’s George Herscu, Visyboard’s Richard Pratt Entrad’s 

Leon^Fink omoifefanH prominent businessman John Gandel, 

Leon Pink of Hoj^s and the prominent Melbourne Liberman family.” 

Let us look at these figures, and what happened to them and their fortunes over the la<it 
decade, as the average Australian farmer, trade unionist and small businlss^ 
belong smashed economically. Bear in mind that these are only a tiny fraction of Leibler’s 
r A has publicly stated that 40 of his ultra-wealthy clients are mernbers of BRW’s 
Rich 200 list, which starts at $60 million. Asked by the 7:30 Report on July 8 1996 if anv 


NAME 

George Herscu 

Richard Pratt 

Abe Goldberg 

Marc Besen 
John Gandel 
Leon Fink 
Liberman family 


EARLIER WEALTH 

$500 million (1989) 

$70 million (1984) 

$20 million (1984) 

$30 million (1983) 
$40 million (1984) 
$50 million (1987) 
$30 million (1984) 


PRESENT WEALTH’* 

Hooker collapsed in 1989 and 
Herscu was sentenced to five 
years jail for bribery. 

$1.8 billion (1998) Australia’s 
third richest person. 

$250 million (1989); now a fugi¬ 
tive from Australia 

$535 million (1998) 

$600 million (1997) 

$185 million (1990) 

$750 million (1998) 


* Figures from various BRW “Rich 200" lists 


The “Money Power” and Economic Rationalism 


From the very beginning, our nation has been defined by 
the struggle of “old Labor” to free the nation from the “Mon¬ 
ey Power . The nature of that power was adequately de¬ 
scribed in the following editorial in the Brisbane Worker oi 
January 5, 1907: 

The Money Power! It is the greatest power on earth; and 
It is arrayed against Labour. No other power that is or ever 


was can be named with it...It attacks us through the Press— 
a monster with a thousand lying tongues, a beast surpass¬ 
ing in foulness any conceived by the mythology that in¬ 
vented dragons, wehr wolves, harpies, ghouls and vampires 
It thunders against us from innumerable platforms and pul¬ 
pits. The mystic machinery of the churches it turns into an 
engine of wrath for our destruction. 


Page 35 


“Yes, so far as we are concerned, the headquarters of the 
Money Power is Britain. But the Money Power is not a 
British institution; it is cosmopolitan. It is of no nationality, 
but of all nationalities. It dominates the world. The Money 
Power has corrupted the faculties of the human soul, and 
tampered with the sanity of the human intellect...” 

Labor theoretician and longtime MP Frank Anstey made 
clear that the problem was not “Capitalism”; “The ‘Money 
Power’ is something more than Capitalism... These men 
constitute ‘The Financial Oligarchy,’ ” he said, warning that 
“No nation can be really free where this financial oligarchy 
is permitted to hold dominion, and no ‘democracy’ can be 
aught but a name that does not shake it from its throne.” 

That the Leibler brothers work for the London-centred 
Money Power becomes clear in an examination of their 
sponsors and connections. (See Table 4) Take Isi, for in¬ 
stance, a Commander of the British Empire. As the litera¬ 
ture of his Australian Institute of Jewish Affairs (AIJA), 
founded in 1983 by himself and Richard Pratt, says, the 
AIJA is “a research-based organisation modeled on the in¬ 
ternationally renowned Institute of Jewish Affairs [IJA] in 
London.” The leading force behind the IJA is Lord Jacob 
Rothschild, who is also the sponsor and creator of megaspec¬ 
ulator George Soros, whose hedge funds are comprised of 
the wealth of ultra-wealthy families, including the Queen 
herself, whose private fortune is estimated at between 
US$25-50 billion.Soros and his backers have made a 
fortune attacking the currencies of South East Asia (includ¬ 
ing Australia) and have thrown untold hundreds of mil¬ 
lions of people into misery, while lining their own pockets. 

Isi’s rise to fame and fortune as an alleged “leader of world 
Jewry” has been sponsored by the Bronfman family of Can¬ 
ada, who are closely associated with Rothschild’s IJA and 
who have themselves been retainers for the British oligar- 



Yukking it up at a 1989 reception at Arnold Bloch Leibler law firm in 
Melbourne. From left to right: Second Commissioner of Taxation 
Brian Nolan, a Leibler crony; Governor-General Bill Hayden; fanatic 
economic rationalist and billionaire Richard Pratt; Mark Leibler, book¬ 
keeper for the rich and famous; and Rowena Stratton from Kerry 
Packer’s Bulletin. 

chy for decades. Isi is the co-chairman of the World Jewish 
Congress, whose longtime chief official has been Edgar 
Bronfman, chief executive of Seagrams liquor company. 
Bronfman’s WJC, like Isi’s Australian outfits, represents 
not “world Jewry”, but merely the interests of Bronfman 
and his associates. In 1981 Isi pronounced himself “deeply 
honoured” that newly inaugurated WJC president Edgar 
Bronfman had “personally extended to me” the post of chair¬ 
man of the WJC’s International Advisory Committee. In 
1984 Bronfman gave Isi another boost when he asked him 
to set up the Asia Pacific Jewish Association of the WJC. 

So, who is Edgar Bronfman? One entire chapter of the 
bestselling book. Dope, Inc. is devoted to the history of the 
notorious Bronfmans of Canada, who got their start during 
the American Prohibition in the 1920s running liquor from 
Canada into the U.S., which they secured from the wealthy 


Attack dogs for the Money Power 


E ver notice how the leaders or 
founders of the key violence- 
prone groups in Australia are all 
British? The headquarters of the 
Money Power, remember, is the City 
of London, whose local subsidiary 
is Melbourne. Lawfully, therefore, 
that is where the pommie-led vio¬ 
lence-prone groups are all based. 
Their job is to whip up violent dem¬ 
onstrations against those advocating 
economic policies—such as nation¬ 
al banking, protective tariffs, etc.— 
which their Money Power masters 
detest. The poms below, the leaders 
or founders of the major violence- 
prone groups in this country, have 
been repeatedly deployed against the 
Citizens Electoral Council, against 
Pauline Hanson, or against both: 


Steve Jolly; The head of the far-left 
“Militant” Trotskyist group. Jolly was, 
curiously enough, present at Tiananmen 
Square for the bloody demonstration in 
1989. He has led violent demonstrations 
in Victoria, and has most recently spear¬ 
headed demonstrations to shut down 
Pauline Hanson’s meetings. The p>ow- 
ers that really stand behind Jolly are 
reflected in his recent comment to the 
Age of July 25,1998, about how he would 
sue the Victorian police. “Next April we 
are suing them in court—civil action. We 
have a lot of top lawyers who will workfor 
us for nothing.” (emphasis added) 

David Glanz: The Melbourne-based 
head of the International Socialist Or¬ 
ganisation (ISO), which has had repeat¬ 
ed bloody clashes with the police. Glanz 


is also head of the ISO front, “Bmns- 
wick against the Nazis” and similar 
“anti-fascist” organisations. 

David Greason: Australia/Israel 
Review columnist Greason helped 
found both of Australia’s major neo- 
nazi groups, the National Front (a 
spin-off of the British National 
Front) and National Action, both of 
which serve as convenient foils for 
counter-demonstrations by such as 
Jolly and Glanz. Greason, who has 
been a featured speaker for the ISO, 
is also a correspondent for the noto¬ 
rious MIS front. Searchlight maga¬ 
zine in London. Greason is too pa¬ 
thetic to carry out physical assaults 
himself, so he uses his pen or his 
mouth to incite others. 
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old English and Scottish families in Britain who owned dis¬ 
tilleries. As Dope, Inc. documents, the Bronfmans have 
played a leading role ever since in international organised 
crime. Reflecting their original British patronage during Pro¬ 
hibition, the Bronfmans’ financial empire is not controlled 
by themselves, but by the famous Eagle Star Insurance com¬ 
pany, which is dominated by leading members of the Brit¬ 
ish oligarchy. 

Further insight into the Bronfmans is afforded by a look 
at their longtime family attorney, Maj. Louis Mortimer 
Bloomfield of Montreal (now deceased), who was also a 
leading figure for many years in the Rothschilds’ IJA. As 
documented in Dope, Inc., Bloomfield was investigated by 
New Orleans district attorney Jim Garrison for coordinat¬ 
ing the assassination of U.S. President John F. Kennedy 
through the Permindex corporation Bloomfield ran After 
LaRouche’s associates in the late 1970s first published in¬ 
formation linking the Bronfman family to drug-running 
Maj. I^uis Bloomfield’s brother angrily attacked a mem¬ 
ber of the LaRouche organisation in Montreal, exclaiming 
Do you know who we represent?! We represent the old 
families of England!” 

Bronfman is also a top leader in the U.S.-based Anti-Def¬ 
amation League of B’nai B’rith. The ADL showed its col¬ 
ours, yet again, in 1985 when it gave its prized “Torch of 

fbusinessman Morris Barney 
Mo Dahtz, who for decades had been the right hand man 
of gangster Meyer Lansky, the head of the U.S. organised 
cnme Syndicate. Dalitz and his gangster friends were lead¬ 
ing contnbutors to the ADL; the ADL’s bank, from the ear¬ 
liest days was Sterling National Bank in New York, which 
“.P Lansky’s lieutenant, Frank Erickson 

The Leibler machine’s ties to the London-centred Money 
Power are exemplified in the outlook and activities of an 
associate of both Leiblers, Prof. W.D. Rubinstein, a long¬ 
time A//? board member, a member of the Academic Advi- 

^ ^ member of the editorial board 

ot the UA s of Prejudice magazine. Together with 

his wife Hilary, Rubinstein authored the two-volume The 
Jews in Australia, which was financed by Isi’s AIJA. Rubin¬ 
stein is not an incidental figure: in the Jews of Australia he 
bragged about himself, “It is no secret...that Professor Rubin- 
stem has been intimately involved with the leadership of 
the Australian Jewish community for over ten years, often 
at the rnost senior levels of the Executive Council of Aus¬ 
tralian Jewry and the Victorian Jewish Board of Deputies. 

It IS not an exaggeration to claim that in the 1980s no Aus¬ 
tralian academic has been closer to Australian Jewry’s most 
senior leadership and there have been few major decisions 
taken by the community’s representative bodies with which 
in volv^’’^^^" thoroughly familiar and, very often, closely 

Rubinstein has been particularly deeply involved in “anti- 
defamation work (see below). But it is his professional 
life which IS most revealing: he is a chronicler and apolo- 
gist for the elite families of England, and of the power of 
the City of Limdon, beginning with his article, “Wealth 
ites, and the Class Structure of Modem Britain,” and con¬ 
tinuing through the books, Capitalism, Culture and Decline 


Table 3 - 

Mark Leibler: Bean counter for the “Big 
End of Town” 

The 1990 interim report of the federal oovernment’^s Martin 
Committee entitled Tax Payers or Tax Players”^dent1fied 15 
Australian companies as big users of tax havens As reoortpd 
in Ihe Xge of Sept, 26, 1 990, The 15 all had rtther $20 
or 20 per cent of fheir profits derived in tax havens’’ so as to 
avoid or miminise taxes. Mark Leibler was a tax adviser for 
several of these fifteen, two of whom had him on retainer. 


News Corporation 
Bond Corporation 
Pioneer 
Elders IXL 
Goodman Fielder 
FAI Insurance 
James Hardie 
Hooker Corporation 


Bell Resources 
ANZ Bank 
TNT 
CIG 

Hanimex 

Leighton Holdings 
Ariadne 


Of the above, some things should be noted. The fate of Alan 

in 1989, and its boss, George Herscu was sent to iail An Au*;- 
tralian Security Commission investigation into irreoular trans 

^lonsat Ariadne castigated senior 

Sf J S®'®® Judge left Queensland for the s” m 

of France. Leibler reportedly represented Elders which held 

Hdlrirts'lSh'n’''avelTi'n iSIr 

fcioers boss John Elliott, a key pioneer of economic rationalism 

A^ufhS wh'nfthT'SipM National Crime 

Muinority, while the chief lobby group in this countn/ fnr tho 

egahsation of dope, the Australian DrurFounda^^^ 
founded in ANZ's board room. News CorporS; Runfd 
Murd^h, as a board member of the notorious Tasman liisti- 
tute, has also been one of the most vociferous advocates of 
economic rationalism in Australia. (For Murdoch and Elliott's 
•P*®® 5* economic rationalism into Australia see 

Stop the Bntish Crown plot to crush Australia’s unions ) ’ 


Table 4 

Th© British MoriGv Power 

K su Leibler crowd has been greatly maonified 

Hons VnhS^ANl Rii,? "rh*"® finandal Lwa- 

! ® ANZ Bank, which was headquartered in London 

until 1977, and which made hundreds of millions of dollars of 
loans to the clients of Arnold Bloch Leibler the law Sm hLiLn 
by the British-born Arnold Bloch and 2) the Tricomine^^ 
of Victoria founded by Sir Ian Potter, a raving AnSS e^^^^ 
dominant figure in postwar Australian finance who was a Da?L 
• London institutions, and who played a 

key role in stopping Prime Minister Ben Chifley’s pos^ar olans 

Tricontinental Bank collapsed, with some 

Sted JTits July so"?991 'nto its failure 

® report, “a significant amount of total 

property d^elopment^iv^^^^^^^ 

John Gandel —$20 million 

clan)— $24.32 million 
George Herscu—$7.4 million. 

loltl® remarked the Sun-Herald ot Sect 7 

“aggressive loans policy” of lari 
became managing director in January 1986 at aoe 
cultivated ‘relat^nship ban^k- 

John Gandel, Solomon Lew, Marc Besen and Liberman family 
patriarch, Jack Liberman were all at one time members of the 
Advisory Committee of isi Leibler’s AIJA u/hiip lan inKnc. 
after the collapse by Arnold’Bloch Leibler. 
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in Britain, 1750-1990, Men of Property and Elites and the 
Wealthy in Modern British History. Throughout all of these 
he has championed the view (which, ironically, would hardly 
be disputed by any of LaRouche’s associates), that Brit¬ 
ain’s vast empire and continuing world power, was and is 
based upon a relatively tiny group of wealthy, oligarchical 
families centred upon the City of London. As he told the 
Economic History Society of London, the British “indus¬ 
trial revolution” was largely a myth, and Britain’s power 
was always based on the financial clout of the City of Lon¬ 
don. Rubinstein even boasted that “I am credited with cre¬ 
ating the new orthodoxy in British history. In fact I got my 
chair at Deakin University for this type of thing.” 

Though he does not directly mention the Queen’s Mont 
Pelerin Society, which designed all of Thatcher’s policies, 
Rubinstein does observe the following about those policies, 
“Thatcherism at its heart was simply the admission, as the 
centre-piece of governmental policy, that Britain’s compar¬ 
ative advantage in the international sphere lay in the servic¬ 
es, finance and commerce.,.”, as it always had been, (Em¬ 
phasis in original). As the CEC has documented, this “com¬ 
parative advantage” in money power was deployed, through 
Mont Pelerin’s fronts here such as the Tasman Institute, the 
Institute for Public Affairs, the Centre for Independent Stud¬ 
ies, etc. in order to take over both major parties and to loot 
and destroy our agricultural and industrial base.^^^ Betray¬ 
ing his own sympathies with the Thatcherite regime, Rubin¬ 
stein concluded, “The well-known close correlation between 
real wage rigidities and unemployment, together with relative 
unit labour costs—areas in which Britain had long been noto¬ 
riously bad—showed, that, if anything, Mrs. Thatcher’s re¬ 
forms did not go far enough in freeing up the British labour 
market, ’’(emphasis added) 

Mark Leibler’s AIR was in the middle of this economic ra¬ 
tionalist revolution which Rubinstein championed. Speaking 
about Australia in the late 1970s, Rubinstein said that “most 
Australian Jewish intellectuals, notably those dsoxmd. Austral- 
ia/lsrael Review...were close to the so-called ‘New Right’ in 
Australia...” By the late 1980s, Mark Leibler, who had origi¬ 
nally helped set up AIR, was himself publicly boosting eco¬ 
nomic rationalism. In a speech he delivered in August, 1989 
at a reception at his Arnold Bloch Leibler law firm in Mel¬ 
bourne, attended by Richard Pratt and Gov. Gen. Bill Hayden, 
among other elites (see photo), Leibler delivered a chilling 
message to government: get out of the way of economic ra¬ 
tionalist looting. Said Leibler, “One of the greatest challenges 
we face is maintaining the rule of law within our modem dem¬ 
ocratic society as we move into an era of new economic ‘lib¬ 
eralism’. This means strong and effective resistance to the ris¬ 
ing tide of greater mle-creation—the progeny of bureaucracy. 
There must be no acquiescence to governments and their agents 
who seek to justify their existence with more restrictions and 
regulations on economic freedom...Lawyers who do not play 
an anti-bureaucratic role in the 1990s will be turning their backs 
on the interests of their clients and, indeed, on the future of 
Australia as one of the world’s most dynamic new economic 
‘liberalist’ nations.” 

Indeed, the Leiblers and their friends were to be at the 
cutting edge—or even the chief architects of—the new eco- 


Hilmer designed the 
National Competition 
Policy which is helping 
to ruin this country. He 
is the longtime vice- 
chairman of Westfield 
Holdings, which is 
owned by Frank Lowy, 
one of the major money 
bags behind Australia/ 

Israel Review. Last year 
Lowy designated Hilmer 
as chairman of West- 

fields. Photo: Lisa Iley/Fairfax 

nomic rationalist poli¬ 
cies of competition pol¬ 
icy, union-busting and 
tax reform, as the fol¬ 
lowing three cases indi¬ 
cate: 

Competition policy: 

The chief architect of 
this disaster was Prof. Fred Hilmer, a consultant to Rio Tinto 
for many years, and the longtime vice-chairman to AIR heavy¬ 
weight Frank Lowy at Lowy's $7 billion Westfield Holdings. In 
1997, Lowy anointed Hilmer to succeed him as Westfield’s 
chairman, while making his three sons joint managing direc¬ 
tors. 

Privatisation and Union-busting: The co-founder, with Isi 
Leibler, of the AIJA, and its first president, was cardboard 
box king Richard Pratt. Pratt was one of a handful of people 
on the original board of the Tasman Institute, of which he was 
a chief funder, and which co-wrote, together with the Institute 
for Public Affairs, all the devastating economic rationalist 
reforms for Victoria’s Jeff Kennett, including assaults on the 
unions. Not surprisingly, therefore, in 1997-98, three long 
time former top Pratt executives showed up as crucial figures 
in the plot to smash the Maritime Union of Australia: Dr. Ste¬ 
ven Webster, who wrote the government’s secret plan to crush 
the MUA; Peter Wilson, the former operations manager at 
Northern Shipping and Stevedoring in Townsville in 1997, 
which worked with Rio Tinto to try and eliminate the union 
from the docks there; and Dr. John Davies, who was paid 
$96,000 by the Howard government to help draft the plan for 
“waterfront reform.” In addition, the security firm doing the 
non-union training of SAS personnel in Dubai, had previous¬ 
ly worked for Pratt, and said they were contacted by Webster 
for the Dubai job. 

Pratt will be a major beneficiary of the privatisation policies 
he has championed, if, as he plans, he buys up the Australian 
Defence Industries, a jewel of Australia’s waning technologi¬ 
cal base. Pratt has done very well in the last 15 years of eco¬ 
nomic rationalism: his fortune has soared from $70 million in 
1984 to $1.8 billion in 1998. 

Tax reform: As documented in an accompanying article (p. 
47), throughout the 197Us, 1980s and 1990s, the single most 
important individual in Australia respionsible for shifting the 
tax burden from the super-wealthy to the relatively disadvan¬ 
taged was Mark Leibler. 
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Covering up for the Holocaust 

T he role of the Leibler 

crowd as apologists for . . 

the Money Power is perhaps 
nowhere clearer than in Prof, i 
Bill Rubenstein’s book, The L': 

Myth of Rescue: Why the de- / 

mocracies could not have ' 

saved more Jews from the ^ 

Nazis. There, Rubinstein ' 4 , ^ 

painstakingly recites reasons - v 

why the “democracies” 

could do nothing, conclud- B 

ing that “Hitler, the Nazis 

and their accomplices—and »-r 

only they—bear full and to- B * 7 * 

tal responsibility for the Hoi- - f 

ocaust.”—a palpable lie. For Bc 

instance, while in Opposi- n ^ ^ 

tion before the war, and then \'f 

during it, Winston Church- 

ill turned down overtures [ 

from the German General 

Staff to overthrow Hitler, 

whom many of the generals despised. When asked 

liament after the war why he did so, Churchill repli 

he preferred Hitler in power, rather than his oppone 


Loft. Th© gate to the Auschwitz 
death camp. Above: Author Anton 
Chaitkin exposed the truth which 
Leibler crony Prof. Bill Rubinstein 
covered up: that Hitler was 
brought to power by powerful fi¬ 
nancial forces in the City of Lon¬ 
don and in New York, including 
George Bush’s father. 



The “Nazi War Criminals” scam 

B ased in part upon their version of the genuine, unfor- 
giveable horror of the Holocaust—that only the Nazis, and 
not their political and financial sponsors—are guilty, Bronfrnan’s 
WJC, the ADL, and the Leibler crowd here have organised a 
great hunt for alleged Nazi war criminals in the U.S., Canada 
and Australia, among other countries. The purpose of the op¬ 
eration, in which the Bronfman crowd worked closely with 
the KGB and the East German Stasi intelligence service, was 
to conduct witchhunts against politically independent ethnic 
groups, or, before the fall of the Berlin Wall, against anti-com¬ 
munist groups, often of Eastern European ethnic origin. Bron¬ 
fman had extremely close personal ties to the Soviets and East 
Germans, who awarded him East Germany’s highest civilian 
medal, the “People’s Friendship Medal in Gold”, The medal 
was pinned on him by East German dictator Erich Honecker 
in the waning days of the East German regime, in part, per¬ 
haps, for the lucrative liquor contract Bronfman had with the 
East German leadership. As part of his propagandising for the 
establishment of a Nazi-hunting unit here, Bronfman protegd 
Isi authored the foreword to a 1989 book. Sanctuary: Nazi 
Fugitives in Australia by Mark Aarons, a member of the clan 
often called the “royal family of the Communist Party of Aus¬ 
tralia”. Aarons had taken “long service leave” in Yugoslavia 
several years before, and returned to direct a two-part series 
on the ABC on alleged Nazi war criminals. 

In the U.S., a special unit of the U.S. Justice Department 
called the Office of Special Investigations (OSI) was set up in 
1979 to coordinate such activities, which relied heavily on 
KGB-provided evidence, much or all of which was later shown 
to be forgeries. The most notorious case which the OSI han¬ 
dled was that of a Ukrainian-bom autoworker from the state 
of Ohio, John Demjanjuk, whom the OSI charged was the 
notorious Ivan the Terrible, a particularly sadistic guard at the 
death camp of Treblinka. The OSI had Demjanjuk’s citizen¬ 
ship revoked and sent him to Israel, where he was condemned 
to death, but all the while the OSI had concrete proof that 
Demjanjuk was not Ivan the Terrible. Only the courage of his 
Israeli lawyer, Yoram Sheftel, and the fall of the Soviet em¬ 
pire, which allowed access to KGB records (which proved 
KGB forgery) prevented Demjanjuk from being executed. The 
Sixth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals reopened the Demjanjuk 
case, restored his citizenship, and harshly criticised the OSI 
for the frame-up. The Sixth Court also singled out the ADL 
for harsh criticism for conducting a public relations campaign 
for Demjanjuk’s conviction, and for paying for a senior OSI 
official to make a high profile trip to Israel on the eve of the 
Demjanjuk trial there, which the Court said was a blatant at¬ 
tempt to interfere in the proceedings. 

One of the top officials of the OSI from the time of its found¬ 
ing was Neal Sher, the man whom Isi Leibler brought to Aus¬ 
tralia to help set up Australia’s Special Investigation Unit mod¬ 
eled on the OSI. On December 12,1997, the Attorney Gener¬ 
al-Minister of Justice of Canada, Anne McLellan, announced 
that Neal Sher had been hired to act as a paid adviser to the 
Canadian war crimes unit. Sher’s appointment was secured 
by the lobbying of the Canadian Jewish Congress, headed by 
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Isi Leibler brought U.S. De¬ 
partment of Justice (DoJ) 
bigshot Neal Sher to Australia 
to help set up the “Nazi-hunt¬ 
ing” Special Investigations 
Unit (SlU). Sher has been 
under investigation for the last 
decade for manufacturing 
false evidence for the DoJ. 


Edgar Bronfman, the Canadian branch of Bronfman’s World 
Jewish Congress. The CJC put out a release which said, “The 
issue of Nazi war criminals is a top priority of Canadian Jew¬ 
ish Congress...CJC monitors the prosecution of alleged war 
criminals and maintains close contact with the RCMP [Royal 
Canadian Mounted Police] and the Justice Department.” Ac¬ 
companying the release was a photograph of two officials from 
the RCMP meeting with a CJC “private investigator”. He was 
Steven Rambam, a longtime member of the Jewish Defense 
League of Rabbi Meir Kahane; the JDL had some years earli¬ 
er been named by the FBI as the leading terrorist group in 
America, and was involved in the assassinations of several 
Arab-Americans and others on its “political enemies” list. 

However, a scandal broke out in Canada, when it emerged 
that Sher had been charged with knowingly using false affida¬ 
vits from the communist Yugoslav government to secure OSI 
convictions. Nine years after the initial complaint was filed 
against Sher, the case is “still under investigation” by the U.S. 
Justice Department, implying there is solid foundation for the 
charges, ftogressive Conservative Justice Critic and House 
Leader Peter MacKay told the press following a hearing on 
Sher, that his contract should be cancelled: “It’s a little shock¬ 
ing to think that somebody that is being relied on heavily by 
the Canadian government is himself under investigation for 
potential—and I key on the word potential—fraud perpetrat¬ 
ed upon the court... I think he should be paid for his advice and 
sent packing.” 

Meanwhile, in Australia, after almost a decade of investiga¬ 
tions, the expenditure of over $50 million, and much anguish 
within targeted ethnic communities, not one war criminal was 
convicted by the unit which Isi Leibler and Neal Sher champi¬ 
oned here, for which Mark Leibler had heavily lobbied, as 
well. One of the most telling comments about this charade of 
the Leiblers was offered by the late conservative intellectual 
Frank Knopfelmacher, numbers of whose family died in the 
Holocaust: “The war crimes trials are a device to galvanize 
support for Israel amongst Jews as well as traditional allies.” 
With a none-too-subtle reference to the Leiblers, Knopfelmach¬ 
er further said, “I am entitled to question the motives of the 
people who are organising this circus. I don’t want to have 
anything to do with their racketeering. They are only interest¬ 
ed in phony fame and money. They are not interested in my 
dead family.” 

Though the “Nazi-hunting” SIU has lapsed, the terror oper¬ 
ation against independent political forces continues under the 
mbric of “anti-defamation” activities. 
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The Anti-Defamation League (ADL) is an intelligence and dirty tricks unit for the financial oligarchy in the U.S. and Britain, which spies 
on and infiltrates civil liberties and ethnic groups in the U.S. (The Amsterdam News is the major African-American newspaper in the 
U.S.) The ADL’s main target, however, is Lyndon LaRouche, whom they have instructed the “anti-defamation” apparatus in Australia to 
attack. 


The “Anti-defamation” racket 

W ith their fraudulent version of the Holocaust forming 
the backdrop, the usual trick of the A//? and the asso¬ 
ciated “anti-defamation” apparatus in Australia (centred 
around the Anti-Defamation Commission [ADC] of B’nai 
B’rith), is to set up a sanctimonious bullfrog’s chorus croak¬ 
ing “anti-semitism” or “racism” against anyone who dares 
to question or criticise the political or financial activities of 
the Leiblers and their small circle of super-wealthy friends. 
But, as AVA journalist David Bernstein demanded to know 
in an Oct. 25 1996 article entitled “Anti-defamation wars,” 
about the various “anti-defamation” organisations which 
claim to represent the Australian Jewish community, spe¬ 
cifically the A\P/AIR and the ADC, “Just who has appoint¬ 
ed these organisations to that role? Who determines their 
agendas? Who authorises them to talk ‘on behalf of’ the 
community on such matters? Who set them up in the first 
place, and to whom are they ultimately accountable?” He 
has particularly sharp criticism for the AIP, which he says 
“is a particularly disturbing example of how an organisa¬ 
tion, set up for one clearly defined purpose—to work for a 
balanced public opinion in Israel, especially in the media— 
has been able over recent years to usurp for itself a high- 
profile role in such matters as tracking Nazi war criminals, 
responding to local anti-semitism, attacking Australian pol¬ 
iticians on local issues, all areas far removed from its orig¬ 
inal brief. And then pursue its own agenda in these highly 
sensitive areas without any clear or direct form of account¬ 
ability to the communal leadership either at state or at na¬ 
tional level.” 

The answer to Bernstein’s questions, is that this Austral¬ 


ian “anti-defamation” machin¬ 
ery is “ultimately accountable” 
to the London-based IJA, to the 
World Jewish Congress of 
Edgar Bronfman, and to the 
U.S.-based Anti-Defamation 
League (ADL) of B’nai B’rith. 

The ADL is the mother body for 
the ADC in Australia, and has 
usually been run by Isi’s asso¬ 
ciates such as Paul Gardner and 
Prof. Bernard Rechter, both of 
whom became board members 
of the amusingly-titled Without 
Prejudice magazine of Isi’s 
AIJA.<'> 

In 1992, a scandal erupted in 
the U.S. when U.S. law enforce¬ 
ment agencies charged the sup¬ 
posed great “civil rights” group, 
the ADL, with infiltrating police departments across the 
country, and obtaining classified documents, in order to 
compile files on 950 organisations and over 20,000 indi¬ 
viduals. Raids on ADL offices showed that they had spied 
on numerous civil rights groups, and even other Jewish or¬ 
ganisations. Those spied on included: the National Associ¬ 
ation for the Advancement of Colored People, the Simon 
Wiesenthal Centre, the AIDS activist group ACT-UP, the 
American Civil Liberties Union, the American Indian Move¬ 
ment, the New Jewish agenda, Americans for Peace, and 



This book named the names 
of the old British families who 
run the world’s $600 billion 
per year drug trade, and their 
ADL lackeys went wild. 
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the LaRouche organisation. The liberal Village Voice news¬ 
paper in New York, in coverage typical of other newspa¬ 
pers across the country, charged that this represented a “mas¬ 
sive violation of civil liberties,” and that the ADL had set 
itself up as a “Jewish thought police.” 

The ADL is nominally affiliated with the Jewish charita¬ 
ble, communal organisation, the Order of B’nai B’rith. In 
fact, it is almost entirely independent of its mother organi¬ 
sation, and was set up in New York in 1913, primarily to 
attack law enforcement agents investigating Jewish organ¬ 
ised crime. It was not even particularly Jewish, because, 
although the founder of the ADL and its head from 1913 to 
1945 was one Sigmund Livingston, he in turn was the chief 
lawyer for the super-wealthy Episcopalian establishment 
family, the Moores, who owned several major American 
corporations, including Nabisco. The Episcopalian and Pres¬ 
byterian-dominated U.S. establishment sponsored the ADL 
to do jobs they did not like to dirty their hands with. (See 
Table 5). A typical example is the ADL’s longstanding war 
against the LaRouche organisation. 

After Mr. LaRouche and his associates at the Executive 
Intelligence Review published their first edition of Dope, 
Inc. in 1978, two EIR investigators visited the Episcopalian 
cathedral of St. John the Divine in New York City, the 
main headquarters of the old establishment families, which 
cathedral was then run by Bishop Paul Moore of the Moore 
family noted above. Given that Dope Inc. named the names 
of many of the old establishment families who had gained 
their start running drugs to China in the 19th century, and 
who were still involved in the trade, the EIR investigators 
asked Bishop Moore’s assistant. Canon West, what would 
be done about the “LaRouche problem.” In a cold, ruthless 
tone, the Canon stated confidently, “We will not get direct¬ 
ly involved. We will have our Jewish friends at the Anti- 
Defamation League deal with Mr. LaRouche and his or¬ 
ganization.” Shortly thereafter, the ADL launched the first 
shots in a decades-long campaign to defame and frame up 
Mr. LaRouche and his associates. The ADL was part of the 
combined federal and private task force set up in 1983, 
which resulted in the frame-up and jailing of Mr. LaRouche 
and a number of his associates, and their sentencing to jail 
terms of as long as 77 years. 

In addition to organised crime, the ADL works with various 
intelligence agencies, as it did in the LaRouche frame-up. In 
World War 11, it functioned as a covert arm of the British Spe¬ 
cial Operations Executive (for which Maj. Louis Mortimer 
Bloornfield also worked) in New York under William Stephen¬ 
son (“Intrepid”), in close liaison with the FBI. The ADL is the 
mother organisation for the Australian “anti-defamation” ap¬ 
paratus centred around the Anti-Defamation Commission 
(ADC), as attested to by Dr. Paul Gardner, a board member of 
Isi Leibler’s AUA. Gardner served as chaimian of the ADC 
between 1982 and 1988, part of that time as the Australian 
delegate to the Anti-Defamation League’s headquarters in New 
York. In the Jewish Year Book for 1985, Gardner wrote, “The 
Commission [the ADC] is in regular contact with the Anti- 
Defamation League of B’nai B’rith in New York. ADL in 
America is a powerful, influential and widely respected hu- 


Table 5 

The ADL: A front for the 
“Money Power” 

From its foundation in 1913, the Anti-Defamation 
League has been funded and used by the blue-blood 
corporate and financial establishment of the U.S., Brit¬ 
ain and Canada to do dirty jobs that that establishment 
would prefer to keep at arm’s length. 

Similarly, Mark Leibler is a gopher for the financial elite 
of this country-most of whom are not Jewish—some of 
whom are shown in Table 3. His position on the board of 
Coles Myer, chaired by Wallis Commission and Business 
Council of Australia head Stan Wallis, is indicative of this. 
As the Australian Financial Review of June 26,1987 re¬ 
marked, “Mark’s clients at Arnold Bloch Leibler also form 
a power base—the business and economic base of the 
country. So much so that a huge blue-chip legal 
firm...wanted a slice of its coveted entrepreneurial clien¬ 
tele and sought a merger early last year.” 

The following are the chief funders of the ostensibly 
Jewish Anti-Defamation League, most of whom repre¬ 
sent non-Jewish “old Establishment” families and money: 


Atlantic Richfield 

Corning Glass 

Archer Daniels Midland 

Goldman Sachs 

Mellon Bank 

MetroMedia 

Merrill Lynch 

Shearson Loeb Rhoades 

Seagrams 

Marriott Corp. 

AT&T 

First Boston Corp. 

Chase Manhattan 

Times Mirror 

Miami Herald Publishing 

PepsiCo 

Co. 

United Brands 

Shearson American Ex¬ 

Sharon Steel 

press 

Hyatt 

Material Services Corp. 

Amex 

Dart Industries 

Warner Communications 

20"’ Century Fox 

New York Times 

First National State Bank of 

Mutual Benefit Insurance 

New Jersey 

Sears Roebuck 

Hearst 

Irving Trust 

Rolls Royce 

General Electric 

Citibank 


man rights organization, with 400 full-time professional staff 
and a $17 million annual budget. The flow of relevant infor¬ 
mation and material from America to Australia is unending.” 

The AIR is not so much a magazine, as an intelligence or¬ 
ganisation along the model of the ADL. According to Prof. 
W.D. Rubenstein, “AIP maintains probably Australia’s best 
files on extremists and antisemites.” He also added, some¬ 
what ominously, “Much of its influence occurs behind the 
scenes and may not yet be openly discussed.” As a sort of 
precursor of the AW/AIR, Isi, according to the Age of 30 May, 
1974, set up “a secret service style group” with connections 
to various intelligence agencies, to spy on alleged “anti¬ 
semites”, “extremists” and “Nazi war criminals,” under the 
aegis of the Victoria Board of Jewish Deputies which he then 
headed. Isi’s private outfit “liaised with Jewish intelligence 
organisations overseas,” as well as with “State and Common¬ 
wealth police.” The main purpose of the outfit, Isi claimed, 
was to trace “Nazi war criminals.” 
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“Racial Vilification” 


T he “anti-defamation” racket leads naturally into anoth¬ 
er scam, that of alleged concern with “racial vilifica¬ 
tion.” However, according to the three great religions, Is¬ 
lam, Judaism and Christianity, man is made in the living 
image of God {Imago viva Dei in Latin); for the adherents 
of those religions there is only one race—the human race. 
Therefore, any attempt to create different “races” is itself a 
racist fraud concocted for political ends. The chief propo¬ 
nents of “racial vilification” legislation in Australia have 
been Mark and Isi Leibler, in particular Mark. 

On May 28, 1994, Prime Minister Paul Keating announced 
to a banquet of the Zionist Federation of Australia, then chaired 
by Mark Leibler, that the government would soon be intro¬ 
ducing “racial vilification” legislation in order to “dissuade 
those who seek to incite violence and hatred.” The banquet 
itself, as described in the Australian Jewish News of June 3, 
reflected Mark Leibler’s political clout: “An estimated 500 
guests packed the ballroom of the Grand Hyatt Hotel...it was a 
politically star-studded guest list with...half the Cabinet and 
most of the Liberal Party. There was a brace of former Prime 
Ministers—Bob Hawke and Malcolm Fraser, new deputy op¬ 
position leader, Peter Costello, Victorian premier Jeff Kennett 
and a huge list of Cabinet ministers. Federal and State MPs, 
significant government departmental officers including 
Michael Costello, head of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and a 
goodly proportion of the Melbourne list in BRW’s top richest 
200 Australians.” 

Keating chose the ZFA banquet to make the announce¬ 
ment, because Mark Leibler, since at least 1992, had been 
the fiercest advocate of such legislation, which proposed 
jail terms of up to two years for “vilifying” a person’s “race”, 
tribe or ethnic group, and according to which ethnic organ¬ 
isations could initiate criminal actions against individuals 
for “psychological hurt” claimed by their members. The 
legislation was so draconian, that it provoked an outcry 
even from the major media, who pointed a finger at where 
the alleged “community support” for such legislation was 
coming from. As the Sun-Herald editorialised on May 31, 
“The Keating government’s latest pandering to sectional 
interests is a direct threat to our freedom of speech. With 
its proposed racial vilification laws, the government again 
yields to pressure from powerful and noisy lobby 
groups...Where is the push coming from? The prime min- 

Agent Provocateurs- 

O ne of the oldest tricks in the book of the ADL and of 
its international fellow-travellers, is to use agent pro¬ 
vocateurs to create “anti-semitic” incidents of violence and 
mayhem from which the ADL’s political agenda—not to 
mention its fundraising—benefits immensely. Look at three 
typical, documented examples from tiie L’.S.. 

* In February 1979, an ADL-financed operative, one Mor- 
dechai Levy, applied, under the pseudonym “James Gutt- 
man”, for a permit for a neo-Nazi rally in Philadelphia, at 
which he planned to display banners reading “Hitler was 
right, gas the commie-Jews.” While working out of the Phil- 
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In 1994, the Citizens Elec¬ 
toral Council led the fight 
against the racist “racial vili¬ 
fication” law pushed by the 
Leibler brothers. U.S. civil 
rights leader Rev. James 
Bevel, the legendary Direc¬ 
tor of Mass Action for the 
Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
during the civil rights 
marches of the 1950s and 
1960s, who later ran with 
Lyndon LaRouche for presi¬ 
dent and vice president of 
the United States, respec¬ 
tively, toured Australia to 
lobby against the bill. 


ister, Mr. Paul Keating, chose the Australian Zionist Fed¬ 
eration’s Melbourne conference to confirm that the gov¬ 
ernment will go ahead with the legislation.” Even the Mel¬ 
bourne Age got things right for once, in its lead editorial of 
May 31, “Race Case Unproven.” Like the Sun-Herald, the 
Age asked the crucial question of why the big hype, which 
was clearly not justified by any massive upsurges of “ra¬ 
cial bigotry”: “We could understand the government’s con¬ 
cern if there were in Australia significant neo-Nazi or oth¬ 
er racially bigoted groups intent on violence and civil dis¬ 
turbance. But where is the evidence for such groups in 
Australia?...[Immigration and Ethnic Affairs Minister] Sen¬ 
ator Bolkus talks about offenses that are ‘of such magni¬ 
tude and so repulsive’ that criminal sanctions are called 
for. But where is the evidence of such offenses? Where are 
the groups hogging the streets, inciting violence or preach¬ 
ing hatred?” 

The evidence is, that to.the extent such groups existed, 
they were started by individuals now associated with AIR, 
and also now associated with the Leiblers themselves. 


adelphia office of the ADL-run Jewish Defense League, 
Levy mobilised local left-wing groups for a counter-dem¬ 
onstration, one expected to be violent. Levy’s plan fell apart 
when a Philadelphia newspaper printed the headline story, 
“Nazi Rally Rouser Really Jewish.” One of his co-conspir¬ 
ators in the plot was one Jimmy Rosenberg, whom the ADL 
had paid to infiltrate the Ku Klux Klan in nearby Trenton, 
New Jersey, and who tried to incite the KKK to blow up 
the local offices of the National Association for the Ad¬ 
vancement of Colored People (NAACP). (see ADL cheque 
to Rosenberg) 
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Commonwealth Chief Rabbi 
Jonathan Sacks let the cat out of 
the bag on the Anti-Defamation 
League’s methods. Below Sacks’ 
remarks is a cheque to James 
Rosenberg from the ADL’s “Fact- 
Finding Division", which paid him 
and others to organise Nazi rallies which attacked “the commie Jews”. Does this happen in 
Australia? David Greason, regular columnist for Mark Leibler’s AIR and sometime columnist 
for Isi Leibler’s Without Prejudice, earlier played a key role in founding both major neo-Nazi 
groups in this country, National Action and the National Front. The violence-prone ISO, which 
organises demonstrations against Hanson and against the CEC, later promoted Greason as 
an “anti-Nazi” speaker. 



* As part of his 1994 elec¬ 
toral campaign for Mayor of 
New Orleans, ADL National 
Committee member Donald 
Mintz sent out anonymous rac¬ 
ist and anti-semitic flyers at¬ 
tacking himself, which called 
Jews “Christ killers” and 
blacks “jungle apes”. He then 
sent out fundraising letters, to 
take advantage of the hysteria 
he himself had stirred up. 

* The Los Angeles-based 
ZZZZ Best Company, tied to 
ADL operatives, simultaneous¬ 
ly financed both the Jewish De¬ 
fence League and the KKK. 

But, we don’t have to go to 
America to find such examples 
of ADL-style provocations. 

Take the case of AIR column¬ 
ist and self-confessed compul¬ 
sive masturbator, David Grea¬ 
son, who has recently penned 
attacks on Pauline Hanson and 
One Nation, but who has spent 
much of his career for the past 
decade writing nasty diatribes 
against Lyndon LaRouche and 
the Citizens Electoral Council. 

The AIR, for which Greason is 
the “Focus on the Far Right” 
columnist, spends much ink 
crusading against actual or im¬ 
agined “neo-Nazi” groups in 
Australia. Typical was former 
AIR editor Michael Danby’s 
1991 column, in which he re¬ 
ported “Last week, to their 
great credit, the Victorian police arrested and charged the 
head of the National Action Group for making a bomb threat 
to the Jewish Solidarity rally at the Palais Theater.” How¬ 
ever, Mr. Danby omitted to mention that National Action 
had been founded by his own columnist, David Greason! 
Greason also founded the other main actual neo-Nazi group 
in this country (as opposed to those whom the AIR chooses to 
label as “neo-Nazi”), the National Front. And, while Greason 
was founding these two neo-Nazi groups, he was simultane¬ 
ously a member of the Australia-USSR Society! Greason had 
also been active in the League of Rights, a genuinely anti- 
semitic offshoot of the British Israelite cult. But, at some point, 
Greason “saw the light”, and became a featured speaker for 
the violence-prone British intelligence front, the International 
Socialist Organisation (ISO), helping to stoke up their “anti- 
nazi” rallies. He also managed to work in a stint as a “features 
editor” for the dope- and pom-pushing Playboy magazine, 
Greason also went to work for the Leiblers. In 1992, 
Isi Leibler's AIJA paid Greason to write a 17 page hallu- 
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cinatory rant against Lyndon LaRouche and the Citizens 
Electoral Council in the magazine of Leibler’s AIJA, the 
amusingly named Without Prejudice, among dozens of 
other such attacks on LaRouche which Greason penned. 
Greason also tried to organise a violent demonstration 
against the CEC’s May, 1993 international conference 
in Melbourne, such that over 100 Victorian police had 
to take up positions around the conference. Throughout 
this time, Greason was also a correspondent of a notori¬ 
ous U.K.-based “anti-fascist” magazine. Searchlight, 
which has repeatedly been exposed in the British press 
as a front for the MI5 intelligence agency. 

Given that the CEC conference was entitled, “Economic 
Reconstruction for Sovereign Nation-States, Post-IMF”, at 
which the CEC released its economic programme, Sover¬ 
eign Australia: An economic development programme to 
save this nation, it is obvious that Greason, in attempting to 
whip up a riot against it, was doing what he has always been 
paid to do—defending the Money Power, 







A friend of Australia/Israel Review 

On January 28, 1996, “Jewish community leader” Mark 
Leibler sent a wild letter to Prime Minister Paul Keating, 
in which he demanded a parliamentary investigation of 
the Citizens Electoral Council, the Australian associates 
of American statesman Lyndon LaRouche, and any con¬ 
nection the CEC might have to Leibler’s betc-noir, Liber- 
I al MP Ken Aldred. Leibler’s request was based, he claimed, 

I on “authenticated and verified documentation as well as 
interviews with former senior directors of the pernicious 
LaRouche movement, about which Leibler professed to 
be “ appalled and deeply disturbed.” 

The former senior directors” Leibler referred to were 
Don Veitch and his mate John Seale. The date of Leibler’s 
letter to Keating, January 28 (a Sunday) is noteworthy, 
because on that very same day Don Veitch signed an affi¬ 
davit which was one long, repetitious defense of Mark 
Leibler, in which Veitch mentioned Leibler’s name no few¬ 
er than 9 times, each time to allege that the CEC/Aldred 
were engaged in a plot to “smear” him. 

Veitch must have been a busy beaver on January 28, 
because he and Seale also that day appeared on Radio 
3RRR, on the aptly-named “Liars Club” together with AIR 
columnist David Greason, to denounce the CEC. The pro¬ 
gramme turned into such a love-fest between Greason and 
Veitch/Seale, with Veitch apologizing to Greason and Grea- 

I son gushing about how brave ’ Veitch and Seale were, 
that the host, referring to Veitch, encouraged Greason,’ 
‘Well, take him out to lunch, go on!” 

Veitch even bragged in print of his AIR connection, as 
he did on the back of his lunatic diatribe against the CEC, 
Beyond Common Sense, where he boasted that that work I 
“was used in a recent nation wide expose of the LaRouche 
movement by The Age newspaper, Channel 9’s ‘6:30 Re¬ 
port’ (sic), the Australian/Israel Review (sic) and the 
I ABC’s ‘4 Comers’ program.” 

Dope and criminal investigations _ 

ustralia s establishment is today on a mad drive to legal- 
i^se dope, which will expand drug usage, and therefore 
greatly increase the already untold billions which banks and 
other institutions make by laundering dmg money (see New 
Citizen Vol 4 No 10, p. 12). One of the key institutions in this 
dn ve, as we document elsewhere in this newspaper, is the Mac- 
farlane Burnet Centre in Melbourne. The Centre’s single larg¬ 
est contributor is dope-pusher George Soros, followed closely 
by mining giant Rio Tinto, but a hefty $5,000 was also tossed 
in by Leibler’s Arnold Bloch Leibler law firm, as well. That 
Leibler would be helping to legalise dope is perhaps not sur- 
pnsing, as exemplified by the following: 

* On August 8, 1991, Dennis Stevenson, an Independent 
ML A for Canberra, stunned the chamber by naming the boss¬ 
es of some of this nation’s drug and pornographic video oper¬ 
ations. One of those he cited was Alexander Gajic, whose law¬ 
yer, Uon Zwier, traveled to the United States “to negotiate 
wi^ vanous organised crime groups to set up a deal to import 
and franchise X-rated videos.” Zwier, Stevenson noted, “was 
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We have received sev eral compUints from branches about John Seale. John it 
connected to the HansoDltm Trick or Treat book and U scckiiiit this book 
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Regards, 




D. Ettridge. 


'ssued the above 

^WARNING about the activities of Don Veitch’s mate. John 


recently made a partner in Arnold Bloch Leibler”. 

* On March 6, 1986 the customs unit at the Jackson airport 
in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea, brought their special 
drug-sniffing dogs to examine an executive jet about to take 
off for Australia. Upon sniffing luggage and parts of the plane, 
both dogs went wild. However, the intervention of PNG’s Prime 
Minister Somare, who had just eaten lunch with the three busi¬ 
nessmen on the plane, aborted any further search, to the aston¬ 
ishment of the local police. 

The three businessmen included one who had been named 
in the Stewart Royal Commission investigations in drug-traf¬ 
ficking two years earlier; another who was involved in a small 
airline under police surveillance for drug-smuggling; and a 
business associate of Mark Leibler, whose wife worked for 
Leibler at the Zionist Federation of Australia. 

* As noted, the November, 1992 issue of Isi Leibler’s AUA 
Without Prejudice, carried a wild, 17-page diatribe against 
Lyndon LaRouche and his associates in the Citizens Electoral 
Councils who had just two months previously set up a fiill- 
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time office in Melbourne, where Leibler is based. The Grea- 
son-authored AIJA article repeatedly claimed that LaRouche 
had set up an “intelligence network” whose major purpose 
was “to spy on ...Melbourne Jewish community figure Isi Lei¬ 
bler and businessman Sir Peter Abeles.” In making that out¬ 
landish charge, however, Greason revealed that his boss had 
apparently been under police surveillance: “Senior Victorian 
police fear, however, that confidential reports from the Inter¬ 
nal Security unit and the Bureau of Criminal Intelligence may 
have ended up in LaRouchite hands. LaRouche documents 

Land Rights-- - 

Not surprisingly, numbers of people associated with the Lei¬ 
bler brothers or AIR have taken the lead in still another racist 
scam, that of Aboriginal “land rights”. These include: 

Noel Pearson. Pearson is the “fair-haired” boy of Rio Tin- 
to, which has poured several hundred million dollars into land 
rights. As Rio executive Greg Walker exclaimed, “The prob¬ 
lem with the Aboriginal community is they don’t have anoth¬ 
er twenty Noel Pearsons.” Pearson is employed at Mark Lei- 
bler’s firm, Arnold Bloch Leibler. 

Mark Leibler. His firm, Arnold Bloch Leibler, has been 
paid big money by ATSIC to pursue the Yorta Yorta peoples’ 
claim in Victoria. 

Ron Castan, Q.C.. On the board of AIR for many years, 
Castan argued at least two major court cases on behalf of 
Eddie Mabo, and is an adviser to the National Indigenous 
Working Group on Native Title, and active with DONT, “De¬ 
fenders of Native Title”. 

Richard Pratt. The co-founder of Isi Leibler’s ALIA, Pratt 
recently appointed Pat Dodson, the former chairman of the 
Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation, to head up a project to 
link all Aboriginal cultural institutions, museum collections 
and cultural centres on the Internet, for which Pratt put up $3 
million. 

Given the tax history of Leibler, Castan and Pratt at the 
“bottom-of-the-harbour” (Table 6), one wonders whether they 
will help file Aboriginal “sea rights” as well. 

The Leiblers’ war against Lyndon LaRouche 

M ark Leibler’s AIR has run literally dozens of nasty at¬ 
tacks against LaRouche and the CEC over the years. Al¬ 
ready in 1992, Isi’s Without Prejudice (sic) proclaimed that 
LaRouche and the CEC “has a disruptive capacity never be¬ 
fore seen in this country.” One might well ask, “Disruptive of 
what? Of the various scams which the Leiblers had been run¬ 
ning almost unchallenged for so many years?” Things reached 
a fever pitch in early 1996, when the Age, then controlled by 
British intelligence’s Conrad Black ran front-page attacks on 
the CEC, as the cutting edge of an all-out media onslaught 
against the CEC, and Mark wrote letters to Prime Minister 
Paul Keating and Opposition leader John Howard, calling for 
a federal parliamentary investigation. 

In all of this, as in the same crowd’s attacks on Pauline Han¬ 
son, they rarely mention what is really at issue: control over 
monetary and economic policy. Lyndon LaRouche is the world’s 
leading physical economist, and the designer of the “New Bret- 
ton Wo(^s” monetary system which must replace the present, 

Page 46 


seen by senior police contain a number of allegations about 
Australian Jewish community figures. Police believe these doc¬ 
uments are based on Internal Security Unit and Bureau of Crim¬ 
inal Intelligence material.” (!) 

Were the police investigating Leibler and some of his associ¬ 
ates, as is clearly implied in what Greason wrote, and, if so, for 
what? Certainly it would not be the first time any of Mark’s or Isi’s 
friends had been investigated. AUA co-founder Richard Pratt was 
investigated at length by the Australian Tax Office and the Nation¬ 
al Crime Authority, before matters were “resolved”. 


Table 6 

Land Rights at the “Bottom 
of the Harbour”? 

The following are some of the 923 persons, virtually all based 
in Melbourne, who were named in the 1982 McCabe-LaFranchi 
Report on Tax Avoidance, as either directors or secretaries of 
companies which were stripped of assets, and whose records 
were then sent to the "bottom of the harbour”. Over $200 mil¬ 
lion in tax was avoided. All are or were associates of tax spe¬ 
cialist Mark Leibler, either as clients (see Table 2) or as board 
members or former board members of Australia/Israel Review, 
or associated with his brother Isi’s Australian Institute for Jew¬ 
ish Affairs. 

The number after the name signifies the number of bottom- 
of-the-harbour companies in which they were involved. The 
McCabe-LaFranchi repor^did not charge those named below 
with any illegal activity. However, a special, highly favorable 
deal negotiated with the Australian Tax Office in 1989, which 
included all bottom-of-the-harbour schemers nationwide recov¬ 
ered $750 million. Some 95% of those named, finally paid up. 

Arnold Bloch (snr. partner of Arnold Bloch Leibler, dec.), 37 
Howitt Rd., Caulfield (6) 

Elaine Bloch, 37 Howitt Rd. Caulfield. (3) 

Castan, Ronald, 5 John St., Kew (4) (former board of AIR) 
Leon Fink, 1 Wimbledon Ct., E. St. Kilda. 

Fink, Yvonne, 1 Wimbledon Ct., E. St. Kilda. 

George Herscu, 7 Whernside Ave., Toorak (33) 

Sheila Herscu, 7 Whernside Ave., Toorak (25) 

Mark Leibler, 11 Oulton St., Caulfield (5) (Chairman of AIR) 
Solomon Lew, 65 Albany Rd., Toorak (4) (board of AIR) 
Richard Pratt, 1 Eamon Ct. Kew (3) (cofounder of AIJA) 
Samuel Smorgon 90 St. Georges Rd., Toorak (37) (former 
Advisory Bd, AIJA) 

Besides former AIJA board member Samuel Smorgon, 6 
other members of the Smorgon family, including his cousins 
Victor (39 companies) and Eric (39 companies), between them 
held 100 directorships of bottom of the harbour companies. In 
addition, Neil William Fletcher Watson, of Howe Street, 
Murrumbeena, then a director of many Smorgon family com¬ 
panies, was listed as a director or secretary of 42 companies. 

While not so big on taxes, some of the above are very big on 
land rights; Ron Castan (a member of the Smorgon family) 
argued for Eddie Mabo before the High Court; Mark Leibler 
employs radical land rights spokesman Noel Pearson at his 
Arnold Bloch Leibler law firm, which has been paid big money 
by ATSIC to argue the Yorta Yorta peoples’ claim in Victoria, 
and Richard Pratt gave $3 million to set up a five-year project 
to link all Aboriginal organisations on the Internet, for which he 
installed land rights advocate Pat Dodson as head. The tax 
scams of the 1970s and 1980s were made possible thanks to 
the decisions of High Court Chief Justice, Sir Garfield Berwick, 
a personal friend of Prince Philip and president of Philip’s Aus¬ 
tralian Conservation Foundation from 1965 until Philip replaced 
him as president in 1971. The ACF from its inception has been 
the chief organiser of the land rights campaign in this country. 


bankrupt globalist system. Such a re-regulated system would 
wipe out the financial oligarchy which owns Mark and Isi, 



and return our country (and many others) to the producers_ 

to the farmers, trade unionists and small businessmen who are 
the real backbone of the nation, as opposed to the Money Power. 
So, the Leiblers scream bloody murder against LaRouche, as 
they do against Pauline Hanson, who has proposed similar 
policies to that of Mr. LaRouche, for national banking, tariff 
protection, a re-industrialisation of the country, etc.. The Lei¬ 
blers and their crowd are particularly hysterical now, because 
they are aware that a financial crash is unfolding which will 
greatly weaken the financial and political power of themselves 
and their Money Power sponsors. 

So, we return to the question asked by Holocaust survivor 
Walter Dohan at the outset of this article, “I don’t think Pauline 
Hanson would have done any damage to the Jews. She has 
never said anything antisemitic. Why are we attacking some¬ 
one who s never attacked us?” And not merely attacking; as 
the first boss of AIR, Sam Lipski recently put it in an editorial 
in iht Australian Jewish News, “We must mobilise all our con¬ 
siderable resources to bring what influence we can to bear, 
first on containing One Nation, and then on helping to destroy 


Footnotes 

(1) This clo^ness is reflected in the fact that Isi, while president of the Exec¬ 
utive Council of Australian Jewry (EJAC), issued the “Fradkin report” on EJAC’s 
functioning, which recommended merging AIP and AIJA under EJAC There 
was already some direct overlap because ECAJ’s executive vice chairman. Jere¬ 
my Jones, IS AIR s Sydney representative. 

the^F//snp!^rafR' his Rothschild and royal backing, see 


ni- Society's takeover of both major 

parties, and its destruction of our nation, see the CEC Special Report Stop the 
British Crown plot to crush Australia's unions, 1998. 


Australian Jewish News 9 Feb 1996 

LaRouche threat serious 
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The LeTbier brothers’ organisations 
have paid David Greason to 
numerous articles against Lyndon 
LaRouche and the CEC. Did they 
also pay him to attempt to organise 
a riot outside a CEC international 
conference in Melbourne in 1993? 

Mark complained, in this letter he 
wrote the Australian Jewish News of 
February 9, 1996. that the Jewish 
thTcS:'*^ insufficiently hysterical about LaRouche and 


f/.” (emphasis added) 

By now, the answer to Mr. Dohan’s question should be am¬ 
ply clear. 


( ) In 1994, the Schiller Institute held a two-day special hearing into U S 
Department of Justice frame-ups, including that of Dei^anjuk and U-ndon L^’ 
Rouche, at whichpemjanjuk’s Israeli lawyer, Yoram Sheftel, testified. The hear¬ 
ings were chaired 1^ former U.S. Congressman James Mann and noted civil 
the^C^C^'^^^ ^ ^ Chestnut. Videotapes of the proceedings are available from 

c.i? denounced the publication of the lists, no doubt Judging that 

such a wild action did more harm than good. J & S 

rioht!” story of how Prince Philip personally created the entire “land 

P contained in the CEC pamphlet. Aboriginal 'land 

rights . Prince Philip s racist plot to splinter Australia. 1997. * 


Behind the GST— ^ 

Taxation lawyer Mark Leibler: Robin Hood in reverse 

.sents 40 of the BRW’s “RichToffMS'a!jd'seTCral'of Aut 1990-91 House of Representa- 
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tralia’s top 15 corporate users of tax havens (see Table 3), gave 
a speech to the Committee for the Economic Development of 
Australia (CEDA), in which he called for the near-term enact¬ 
ment of a GST of 10%. ‘‘The centrepiece of tax reform,” he 
intoned, ‘‘will be a broad-based consumption tax—a value 
added tax.” 

TTis was not the first time that Leibler, the single most influ¬ 
ential private individual in determining tax policy in Australia 
over the past two decades, had called for a GST, a highly re¬ 
gressive tax which hits the poor the hardest (See headline on 
p. 48 ‘‘Consumption tax call to halt rorts”). In his CEDA speech. 


tives Standing Committee on Finance and Public Adminis¬ 
tration chaired by Steven Martin (ALP-NSW) and the 1992 
Public Accounts Committee chaired by Gary Punch (ALP- 
NSW), demonstrated beyond the shadow of a doubt, that tens 
of billions of dollars of taxes had been “avoided” during the 
1980s by the ultra-weal thy, many of whom were Mark Lei- 
bler’s clients. (See Table 6) Already in early 1990, tax special¬ 
ist and former Diamond Valley (Vic.) Shire President Barbara 
Smith charged, based upon internal Australian Tax Office 
(ATO) documents, that tax scams over that period had proba¬ 
bly increased Australia’s foreign debt by as much as $30 bil¬ 
lion, to the detriment of the average citizen. As Mrs. Smith 


he was merely doing what he had already been doing for nZ'‘‘ tT.T'"'"/ 

that time; trying, by any and all means available to shift the t ^ taxpayer has no insight whatsoever of the 

rax burden in this Lniry from his «/rra 


The present call for “tax reform” by the Howard govern¬ 
ment and such oligarchs as Business Council of Australia head 
John Ralph—the former longtime chairman of Rio Tinto and 
now the chairman of Australians for Fairer Tax, part of the 
Business Coalition for Tax Reform—is the most shameless 
example imaginable, of ripping off the public to the advantage 
of a relative handful of ultra-wealthy corporations and indi¬ 
viduals. As a special research project by the New Citizen has 
uncovered, evidence taken by two now-forgotten federal par- 


But, the story gets more shocking. The evidence uncovered 
by the Martin and Punch committees was limited, given their 
lack of subpoena power, but it did demonstrate that leading 
^TO officials, particularly in the ATO’s Melbourne office were 
aware of this monumental tax avoidance, and hadfor ten years 
tried to force the ATO head office in Canberra and the Treas¬ 
ury to do something about it. As Mrs. Smith told the Sun- 
Herald on April 28,1991, “Nothing short of a royal commis¬ 
sion will reveal why the Tax Office and the politicians have 
lacked the will to act for 15 years. A parliamentary inquiry 
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does not have the power to obtain all the 
required information.” 

Not only did Treasury/ATO nor act to 
crack down, but, by a series of “reforms” 
they enacted during the 1980s, they dramat¬ 
ically increased the opportunities for such 
avoidance, opportunities which still exist and 
are unquestionably still being used today. 

The key figures in designing those reforms 
were Treasurer Paul Keating, ATO head 
Trevor Boucher, and Mark Leibler. Leibler 
had held, for over a decade, simultaneous 
positions as a member of the Commissioner 
of Taxation’s Advisory Panel, the National 
Tax Liaison Group, and the Capital Gains 
Tax Subcommittee— the only non-ATO in¬ 
dividual ever to sit on all three of these key 
tax advisory committees. As for Treasurer 
Keating, he claimed in the run-up to the 1990 
election, that, because of government crack¬ 
downs, tax rotting was “nearly finished” in 
Australia. 

Four days after his 1993 election as prime 
Minister, Keating gave the United Israel 
Appeal (UIA), which Barbara Smith told the 
Punch Committee had been named in inter¬ 
nal ATO documents as a “dubious” charity, 
its long-sought tax-exempt status. Leibler 
had long been the UIA’s solicitor and served 
on its governing board, while UIA president 
was Frank Lowy, a key figure, like Leibler, 
in the Australia/Israel Review (See Table 1). 

Leibler later claimed that ATO Second Com¬ 
missioner Brian Nolan had assured him that the UIA was not formed “Say No to Pauline Hanson” Party, 
a dubious charity, but Nolan admitted to the Martin Commit- The following report will not cover the entire gamut of tax scams 
tee that the ATO had instructed the key tax officer examining by which our citizens have been and are being ripped off of bil- 
such charities, John Thorbum, to have no further contact with lions of dollars, but only the activities of a single “tax practitioner”, 
Mrs. Smith. Mark Leibler, the chairman of the Australia/Israel Jewish Affairs 

The following year, at Leibler’s prompting, Keating pushed Committee, publishers ofAM.srra//M.5-ra€//?mav. Even so, through 
into law the Racial Vilification Act which Leibler had champi- the prism of just his activities, the magnitude of this scandal is 
oned for years. As for Leibler’s mate Trevor Boucher, he is breathtaking. After all, as The Bulletin of July 21,1992 observed, 
today the ACT head of the new group, “Racial Respect”—a “The ATO is tlie most important financial institution in Australia, 
rather unusual job for a former Tax Commissioner, some might Each year, its 18,000 staff raise $90-100 billion. Without it, the 
argue. Racial Respect, is pushing, among other things, the just- government could not function.” 

Leibler’s “Artificial” tax schemes --— 

T hroughout the 1970s and 1980s, Leibler was one of the provide such services as may be requested by his client, 
countp's leading architects of tax avoidance or tax min- provided that he acts both with the law and within his sphere 
imisation schemes, often of dubious legality. He championed of competence. To the extent that a moral judgment is involved 
these, for instance, in his contribution to the 1980 Law Insti- a decision to engage in a particular artificial tax avoidance 
tute Journal s debate. Should the Law Institute of Australia scheme, that is a judgment which must be made by the client.” 
take a public stand against artificial and contrived tax avoid- Such pronunciamentos were hardly surprising, given that 
ance schemes? Leibler wrote. In my view there isjio ration- Leibler had authored such specialist papers as “The Imple- 
al basis for drawing any distinction between artificial and rnentation of Tax Avoidance Schemes and the Second Limb 
contrived schemes on the one hand, and arrangements con- Qf Section 26 (a)”. But, Leibler’s own advice w'as to catch up 
stituting legitimate tax planning on the other. As for the mor- when he and a number of his clients were found to 

al questions involved, Leibler continued, “I would like to make directors or secretaries of companies in the notorious “bot- 

it clear that, in my view, the duty of the professional advisor is of the harbour” scheme uncovered bv the McCabe-La- 


■ Leibler’s buddy, former Australian Taxation Of- 

fice boss Trevor Boucher loosened tax laws to 
the advantage of corporations and the ultra- 
wealthy, about which Boucher’s own staff com- 
plained bitterly. Boucher is now the ACT head of 

Mark Leibler. If you're rich, he might 
tax your patience, but nothing else. 

Photo: The Age 

Consumption tax call to halt rorts 

6r ROOEA BCorr Commissioner of Tina* consumers do start lo pay more 

ONE of Auslralit’s leading ^ lions Ad^Jjonr Panel, and a ta«. 

lax lawyors, Mark Uibkf, l /I N-iHonal Tax -jj-j ^ mechanism to ensure 

yesierday urged the Federal A "Tu&misscd concerns do ihcir share of 

Government to adopt a con- I , J Innationary elTect of a 

sumption tan. coniumpiion ta». saving ihis , But a consumpiion tax is not 

----- m free from l^pholes either, you 

off- basis male sure there are are 

'. .. . no exemptions - because once 

From ih« "tty this country s exemptions, no 

going a the moment,.! seems m 

me that .nnation is going lo be ,, „a„i ii,o them." 
ihe very least of ouf problems, .. ... 

he said Smith said a lower rate of 

Mr Uibler uas joined in his !“ compensate for any 

call for a consumption tax by »nspaCT. but starred, 

high.pronie lax academic Bar- You must also compensate 
Ktra Cmiih lower mcomc earners adequately 

'"1 a'gTel .ith htr leibler.- she ■ 

said. 'A consumption tax would • Call tor royal cowBlaatoa 
be a good way to make sure Urge Into tax rorlt: Pago 47 

Mark deserves an award for chutzpah (“nerve”) for his call to pass a GST on poor 
and working class people to make up for the billions lost by the Australian Taxation 
Office to the sorts of tax avoidance schemes which he designs for the super-wealthy. 


umjuuirrH lUMLCsax 

Australia, but in alt countries 
where there is a heavy reliance 
on an income tax."* 

Mr Leibler. a principal of the 
firm Arnold Bloch Leibler. ii 
chairman of the taxation commi¬ 
ttee, business law section. Law 
CounctI of Australia: a member 






Franchi Victorian parliamentary investigation in 1982 (see 
Table 6). In that scheme, a company would be stripped of its 
cash by those seeking to avoid taxes, its shell sold to a new 
paper company, and the records of the original company were 
consigned to the ‘bottom of the harbour”. 

Then, in 1984, Leibler made headlines again on the tax is¬ 
sue (see right), when he personally negotiated with the ATO 
what the of November 14,1984 called a “unique amnesty 
arrangement permitting people involved in ‘trust stripping’ 
schemes to disclose their involvement without penalty.” Lei¬ 
bler told a 1984 seminar in Melbourne that the settlement “rec¬ 
ognised the realities of the tax avoidance situation” (!) and 
represented a sensible business approach to tax collections.” 
Leibler bragged that he had saved the trust-strippers very large 
sums of money: “The taxpayer is therefore receiving an inter¬ 
est-free loan equivalent to the unpaid tax. In the case of some 
taxpayers, the payment of one lot of taxation only, together 
with the interest-free loan (if appropriately invested) repre¬ 
sents a reduction in the effective tax rate from 60 cents in the 
dollar to 30 cents. ’ All penalties were avoided, as well. 

In 1989, the ATO finally recouped some $750 million from 
the bottom-of-the-harbour schemes, after sending out a letter 
to the tax avoiders which offered them a “once-only opportu¬ 
nity” to “reappraise their positions.” Over 98% of those who 
had not previously settled with the ATO over the scheme did 
so upon receiving the letter. The offer to settle was too good to 
refuse, and was almost identical to what Leibler had negotiat- 

Barbara Smith’s charQes ——___ 

Tn 1990, Leibler’s name exploded back into the headlines ; 
Xagain, when tax specialist Barbara Smith of the Phillips J 
Institute’s School of Business charged that ATO documents ’ 
demonstrated that tax scams had probably increased Aus¬ 
tralia’s foreign debt by as much as $30 billion over the past J 
decade. Her charges were picked up by the press (see head- ( 
lines overpage), and provoked a federal parliamentary in- s 
vestigation by the Finance and Public Administration Com- t 
mittee chaired by the ALP’s Steven Martin. She told the 1 
Martin Committee, “There is a massive fraud going on of f 
t e revenue of this country...! think there are extremely pow- r 
ertul and privileged people involved who may have some t( 
sort of political control over governments insofar as they v 
provide political funding.” t, 

Mark Leibler was stung. He retorted that Smith’s “dia- s^ 
tribes directed against non-existent and powerful people who p 
allegedly control governments and cleverly deceive the ATO 
are totally without foundations.” Not only that, he charged n 
but Ms. Smith appears to harbour an obsession that can tl 
only be regarded as anti-Semitic.” Mrs. Smith responded e; 

didn t know what ‘anti-Semite’ meant, until Mark Lei- A 
bier charged me with it.” 

It was not surprising that Leibler howled. He had held, d< 
tor well over a decade, three positions on key committees it' 
which advised the ATO. As Liberal MP Ken Aldred had de 
observed in testimony in parliament on October 8, 1991 be 
Mr. Leibler further argues that there is no conflict of inter- or 
est tor him as a taxation lawyer in being on these bodies, 
surely he cannot be serious, given his role through the 1980s to 


Tax amnesty 
for trust 


strip schemes 


Or AN&tfW RAti 

The Tax Commissioner expccus 
to raise about $270 million 
from 3 unique aninesly 
arrangement permitting 
people involved in "trust 
stripping" (a* avoidance 
schemes to disclose their 
invoivcmeni without penally. 

The amncsiy. which win re- 
mam open until l D■^cen^l>er, ref^ 
rcscnL<{ a new approach to the 
settlement of lax disputes by re- 
movinit ihe mailer from the 
courts. 

*’Fof the first time ever, taxpay¬ 
ers who have been involved In tax 
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taxpayer must volunlnrlly idem 
fy the scheme end seex to sent 
btforr I December. 

Mr Leibler :otd a semltuir oi 
gsmlsod by Ausiniiian Semina 
Services In Melbourne yeslerda 
that Ihe setilemcni ftuidelines ‘n 
cognised !he roolllies of ibe la 
nvoldnncc slluntloo" ond "repre 
senied o sensible, business ur 
proftch to inx rotlectlon”. 

He said the new npproac 
adopted by the Taxation Comml* 
sJoner could ;ibo be uwd fo 
mony other lax svoldanc 
schemes, incremlng Covernmen 
revenue by hundreds of million 
of dniiant. 

Mr Leibler .naid the lerms of th 
setuemeni gave Ihe taxpayer a; 


The Ape of November 14, 1984 recounted the fabulous deal 
Mark negotiated for tax avoiders. 

ed in the 1984 “trust-stripping” cases. As the Australian Fi¬ 
nancial Review of July 9,1990 noted, “By accepting the terms 
ot settlement, these errant ^xpayers have enjoyed a massive 
mterest-free, 10-year loan in a high interest rate and high in¬ 
flation environment, because they have only paid the original 
tax owed. No allowance has been made for inflation.” 


and back into the 1970s as an adviser on major tax avoid¬ 
ance schemes, which is so well documented in his own 
words in his own numerous articles and pronouncements.” 

In testimony before the Martin Committee in 1990-91 and 
a follow-up investigation by Gary Punch’s Public Accounts 

submitted the documents 
she had gained from the ATO under Freedom of Informa- 
hon which backed up her charges of widespread roiting. 
These documents showed that the earlier “bottom-of-the- 
harbour” schemes had been replaced by others, sometimes 
referred to as the “out-of-the-harbour” schemes. In the lat¬ 
ter, income-earning assets would be placed, either by indi¬ 
vidual or corporations, in a trust and the income from that 
trust directed to a beneficiary overseas. The Australians 
sending the funds would pay only a 10% tax rate, as op¬ 
posed to a normal rate of as high as 49%, depending on the 
donor s tax bracket. The beneficiary would then loan the 
money back into Australia to those who had sent it out, and 
the borrowers” would claim a tax deduction on the inter¬ 
est on this loan.” In many cases, the money never even left 
Australia. In a variation on this theme, all income from the 
mist would be sent abroad to a foreign charity, with a tax 
Australia for the full amount. The “char¬ 
ity , if it existed at all, would take a small percentage, and 
deposit the funds into an offshore account where it could 
be loaned back into Australia, again with a deduction taken 
on the interest. 

One of the/ffO documents which Mrs. Smith submitted 
to the Punch Committee, dated March 1988 and entitled 
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tEhe ^un-l^eralli 


$1BILUON 
TAX RORT 


29 April 1990 


“Distribution to overseas charities via 
Australian charitable trusts”, showed 
that the ATO was aw'are of the scam. 

The document said that “in recent 
years there has been a high level of 
charitable trusts established in Aus¬ 
tralia for the purpose of making large, 
non-taxable distributions to ‘purport¬ 
ed’ non-resident overseas charitable 
institutions,” and recommended that 
regulations be tightened to stop this 
scam. Another document was titled 
“Distributions to charities by fami¬ 
lies previously involved in tax avoid¬ 
ance schemes”. Though the names of 
the families were all deleted, it said 
that “It is difficult to believe that reg¬ 
ular distributions of substantial 
amounts of income each year since 
1977 to various charities are all used 
for charitable purposes. Some of the 
families involved have a history of 
participation in tax avoidance 
schemes (e.g. trust stripping) and as 
such schemes became illegal they in¬ 
creased their charitable activities.'" 

(emphasis added) One tax officer 
wryly recounted to a parliamentary 
committee a case he had examined 
where a son went overseas for two or 
three years, and “a million dollars was 
attributed to his lifestyle on a kibbutz. When he was in Aus¬ 
tralia he was lucky to get $1000 a year as a distribution.” 

Mrs. Smith also said there was a “strong correlation” be¬ 
tween the growth in the various tax schemes and banking 
deregulation. 

Leibier’s threats- 


Charities being used 
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in ‘massive tax^rort 
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In 1990, taxation specialist Barbara Smith blew the whistle on tax avoidance schemes 
which she estimated, based upon internal ATO documents, had cost the Australian pub¬ 
lic $30 billion over the previous decade. Mark Leibler howled that she was "anti-Semitic”. 


After the Campbell Committee’s deregulation of the ear¬ 
ly 1980s, the next major phase of financial deregulation 
was that of the Wallis Committee, chaired by Stan Wallis. 
Coincidentally, Wallis just so happens to be the chairman 
of Coles Myer, upon whose board Mark Leibler sits. 


R egarding the motive behind Leibier’s tirades, Mrs. Smith 
told the Punch Committee on April 14, 1992, “Tax eva¬ 
sion is generally only used by the poor; those who can afford 
to pay for the services of tax experts engage in tax avoidance 
or tax minimisation. Leibler states that he refused to establish 
discretionary trusts using fictitious names... but has established 
trusts which have included non-resident beneficiaries. Case 
law confirms that many distributions are never intended to 
benefit the beneficiaries. Leibler is reputed to be the expert in 
regard to trust deeds covering charitable trusts and non-resi¬ 
dent beneficiaries, multiple trust arrangements and capital gains 
tax advice.” Leibler told the Martin Committee, in menacing 
tones, “I think Ms. Smith is undertaking research which car¬ 
ries certain risks.” Mrs. Smith reported that she had been sub¬ 
jected to “ridicule, taunts, stonewalling, libel and defamation” 
for her efforts to expose the tax scams, some of the most nasty 
of which came from Mark Leibler. “I do have a written opin¬ 
ion from Minter Ellison which states ‘You have been defamed 
by Mark Leibler’,” she told the Punch Committee in August, 
1992. But, she said, “It is obvious that it is not possible to take 


action against a person who owns a law firm.” 

Leibler also viciously attacked ATO staff who complained 
about him. As Aldred told parliament on October 8, 1991, 
“Mr. Leibier’s attack on ATO staff caused Mr. Paul Tregillis, 
Tax Office Branch Secretary of the Public Sector Union, to 
write to the Taxation Commissioner questioning the member¬ 
ship of the national tax liaison group of ‘someone who has 
both attacked the staff of that organisation and actively assist¬ 
ed those working against the principal objective of that or¬ 
ganisation’." (emphasis added) 

The attacks were not just verbal—Leibler often sought to 
have his critics downgraded or removed. The ATO’s Doug 
Booth, a team manager in charge of complex audits at the Box 
Hill branch of the ATO, tabled a minute from a meeting of 
office managers of November 21, 1989, which noted; “It is 
understood that Mr. Leibler has recently vowed to arrange for 
the removal of one of the complex-audit managers from his 
current duties. It is also understood that Mr. Leibler has been 
successful in a similar venture on a previous occasion... We 
deplore Mr. Leibier’s de facto role as an ATO executive offic- 
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er and wish to convey to the audit chief and deputy commis- 
sioner our utmost concern with these developments.” 

One ATO official whom Leibler attacked was John Thom- 
bum, who had played a key role exposing tax scams from the 
1980s on. Thorbum himself told the Punch Committee that 
^ibler after having a case settled his way,” had telephoned 
him and said that he, Leibler, was going to see the second 
TOmmissioner to have him removed. As Ken Aldred told the 
tochcommittee, “It is important to note as well that Mr 
John Thorbum, the crack ATO auditor in Melbourne who was 
moved not long after Mr. Lei bier’s attack, was at the time ac- 
avoidance schemes involving interest 
wuhholding tax arrangements,” exactly the sort of scheme in 
which Leibler specialised. Tht Australian Jewish News in Sep¬ 
tember 1992 reported that Thorbum had told a parliamentary 
committee that “hundreds of millions of dollars” at least was 
avoided in taxes which were set up with overseas beneficiar¬ 
ies so as to pay only a 10% withdrawal tax, instead of the full 

Some earlier “tax reform” 


income tax rates. “I don’t think the office [the ATOl knows 
how vast It IS, because we still haven’t identified it all ” Thor- 
bum s^d. Most of these scams involved Israel, said Thor¬ 
bum: We found mainly Israeli beneficiaries.” He added “I 
would say that probably 70 or 80%, from the work I looked at 
all basically coming from the same (tax) agents ” 

iSfr “'m Committee in Au¬ 

gust, 1992 leibler had used his influence to “change the couree 

o^ome of the audits I have worked on,” In response, Leibler 
Mustered that such allegations were “without substance”, that 
orbum s comments were “quite improper”, and that Thor¬ 
bum, a senior tax auditor, was only “a relatively junior offic- 

Thorbum’s charges of tax schemes involving “Israeli bene- 
fici^es no doubt hit another raw nerve with Leibler. As not¬ 
ed, Leibler was the solicitor for the UIA and a member of its 
governing ^ard. And was he, by any chance, the tax lawyer 
for many of the UIA’s major contributors? 


Asa result of the heat generated by the Martin and Punch 
^^^ommittees, Leibler professed himself to be “taken 
aback by the kind of tax avoidance schemes he had champi- 

October, 

1990, I freely admit that my attitude to the whole issue of tax 
minimisation has changed. I guess, if you go back several 
years, I would have had no qualms on advising on artificial 
m^s of tax avoidance...Today I don’t believe I would.” Asked 
why the change, Leibler said that the ATO had become much 
more willing to listen to his point of view. “I’m talking about 
^ office,” he said, in particular Trevor Bouch¬ 
er. When you get down to the grass roots level, there are 
some veiy ugly people there....who are highly motivated and 
who still haven’t recovered from the old late ’70s days when 
you have to get the taxpayer for the most you can extract from 

them... but that mns counter to everything that is coming from 
the top now.” 

In other words, “reforms” implemented by the ATO were 
so favourable to Leibler and his clients, that he did not need to 
engage in the same dodgy practices as previously! And these 
refolds were organised by Paul Keating, Trevor Boucher and 
^ibler himself. About this troika, the Australian Financial 

of November 23, 1990 reported, “A determined, care¬ 
fully calculated effort led by the Federal Treasurer, Paul Keat¬ 
ing, and the tax commissioner, Trevor Boucher, has changed 
the tenns of tax policy and administration in the 1980s. Eve¬ 
ryone involved agrees that Keating is the hub of the power in 
tax Keatmg and Boucher have the real clout. Keating, his 
staff and Treasuiy set policy. Boucher and his officers and 
notably second commissioner Brian Nolan, set the tone of 
administration. So who influences them?” Answering its own 
question,J[^e AFR reported, “Leibler is seen to be close to 
Boucher. However, the AFR continued, “He is not popular 
with auditors and others lower down the ATO tree. The rea¬ 
son, probably, is that Leibler is unapologetic in his view that a 
tax scheme or arrangement, however contrived or artificial 
may still be legal.” Still, thtAFR concluded, “Leibler, of all 


greatest position of influence.” 
The panel the AFR referred to, on which Leibler sat, was 
the taxation liaison group started by Boucher in 1984. Its pur¬ 
pose, according to Brian Nolan, was to “cement relations be¬ 
tween the tax office and professional bodies.” The astonish¬ 
ing results of the new arrangements—under which the foxes 
were allowed to guard the henhouse-were reported three yeai^ 
later, by the AF/? of January 15, 1987, “A revolution is under 
way in the Australian Taxation Office. For the first time in its 
history the Tax Office is communicating with tax profession- 
als he/ore it finalises its internal rules for interpreting 
legislation...Mr. Mark Leibler, the Law Council of Australia’s 
member in the group, warmly welcomed the move, saying it 
was nothing short of a revolutionary change’ which ‘gives 
professional bodies a direct role in setting policies... Six or 

the Tax Office and tax advisers’, Mr. Leibler said. Mr. Bouch¬ 
er had been instrumental in changing that, he said.” (Empha¬ 
sis in onginal) ^ 

The changes allowed Mark to intervene to protect his super- 
wea thy clients. As one press account noted, “Minutes of the 
Ration liaison committee show that some years ago Mr Lei¬ 
bler had direct input into rulings affecting tmst distribution of 
^st ii^me to beneficianes living overseas—one of the out-of- 
the-harbour schemes mentioned by Mrs. Smith. TTie minutes show 
that m August 1986 Mr. Leibler criticised the fact that the Mel- 
Taxation Office had sent letters to a large number of tmsts 
distnbutrng income to overseas beneficiaries where there were 
doubts about the bona fides of the arrangements.” 

But Leibler did not merely criticise the action. Mr. John Pick- 
enng, the President of the Taxation Officer’s Branch of the 

' Committee inquiry 

^ f ”700 holders 

of offshc«-e trust companies, demanding tax payments, but then, 

a ^ adviser saw the Commissioner and those letters were 
withdrawn. He was actually able to impose his will over the 
operation of the Taxation Office.” That tax adviser was Mark 
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Leibler, as Leibler himself latter bragged; “My representa¬ 
tions were accepted by the Tax Office, following which the 
700 standard letters were withdrawn.” 

Leibler further said, when asked by Ken Aldred what he did 
if he did not get satisfaction from the local Tax Office, “I do 
act for many taxpayers at the top end of the market. When you 
are dealing with disputes of tax, not involving $10 or $15, but 
tens of millions or hundreds of millions of dollars, it is obvi¬ 
ous that more senior tax officials and sometimes the Commis¬ 
sioner (Trevor Boucher) himself have a direct interest in the 
dispute, which means you sit down and negotiate these issues 
with people at different levels, depending on the amount of 
tax involved and the complexity of the issues. That determines 
where I go.” (Emphasis added) ATO official Pickering, as well 
as other tax officers, regularly complained that Leibler had 
“undue influence” over Boucher. 

Besides the “consultations” with those, such as Leibler, who 
represented the ultra-wealthy, the other reforms which Lei- 
bler’s friend Boucher initiated in the ATO were even more 
extraordinary, given the evidence that wide-spread rorting was 
already taking place. According to a summary of the nature of 
these reforms in The Bulletin of July 21,1992, ‘Trevor Boucher, 
one of the most capable and dynamic commissioners in recent 
times, has replaced the regime of close scrutiny of returns with 
a self-assessment process relying on voluntary compliance. 
Only 1% to 2% of returns are audited.” (Emphasis added) 
Boucher told the Punch Committee, about the “honour sys¬ 
tem” he had initiated, “People tend to respond to what is ex¬ 
pected of them. If you expect them to try to cheat, they will; if 


you expect them to do the right thing, they will.” Others were 
less charitable regarding the motives and honesty of ultra- 
wealthy taxpayers. Democrats’ leader Sid Spindler told par¬ 
liament in December, 1990, “The Tax Office made the some¬ 
what incredible claim that, since about 50% of the loans [at 
issue in a tax scheme] involved the largest corporations, these 
bodies would not risk being involved in questionable schemes. 
However, when we look at the success of the large corporate 
audit program being conducted by the Tax Office—it yielded 
some $600 million this year—this is a somewhat bizarre claim.” 

ATO officers also complained about the results of the “re¬ 
forms”. A memo from an ATO officer to Michael Carmody 
(the ATO commissioner who replaced Boucher in 1992) ta¬ 
bled at the Punch Committee hearings warned that the ATO 
had reached too many “soft settlements” with large corpora¬ 
tions which had been caught avoiding taxes, and that the ATO 
had taken too much advice from “external people with vested 
interests.” The memo further attacked the introduction of “vol¬ 
untary compliance” tax assessment, the “softening of penal¬ 
ties” and “restrictions” imposed upon tax auditors. Another 
internal ATO report, written at the end of 1992 by a special 
ATO working party set up a year earlier to investigate claims 
by senior tax personnel that “in practice, taxpayers write their 
own interest deductions,” foi/nd that “corporate taxpayers are... 
using international funding arrangements to avoid significant 
amounts of revenue.” The strongly worded report stressed that 
this was not merely a matter of tax receipts, but that such large- 
scale evasion would have a “substantial longterm impact on 
the entire Australian economy.” 


Where do we stand now? 


T hough very useful, the Martin and Punch Committees 
could only go so far, given their limited powers. On Au¬ 
gust 10,1990 Stephen Martin told his committee that he was 
“bitterly disappointed” with the responses from the ATO to 
questions raised during his committee hearings, and charged 
that its replies had been “totally inadequate”. Nor was the busi¬ 
ness community—which is today crowing its head off for “tax 
reform” and a GST—of any help. The Confederation of Aus¬ 
tralian Industry, for instance, wrote a letter to Mr. Martin de¬ 
clining to make a submission, stating that the Confederation 
was “most concerned” that the inquiry was “little more than a 
wild-goose chase which causes unwarranted damage to confi¬ 
dence in the vast majority of fair and honest business.” The 
letter also included the backhanded threat that “certain Com¬ 
monwealth ministers” had “expressed concern” over the com¬ 
mittee’s work. Which ministers would be concerned with tax¬ 
ation questions? Treasurer Paul Keating, naturally. But, accord¬ 
ing to the Age of August 11,1990, “A spokesman for Mr. Keat¬ 
ing said yesterday that he accepted advice from the tax office 
that the schemes were of no great concern.” Keating’s noncha¬ 
lance was remarkable, given that ATO officials had already 
complained bitterly about the rorting, as in a memo by the sen¬ 
ior assistant deputy commissioner for audit in March, 1990: 


“The evidence is quite clear that the lower withholding tax 
rates [as used in “out-of-harbour” schemes] are presently be¬ 
ing exploited by these non-resident arrangements which have 
been in vogue for over 10 years and have increased dramati¬ 
cally since 1983”—the year after the whistle was blown on 
the the “bottom-of-the-harbour” schemes. 

Limited as the 1990-1992 parliamentary hearings were, they 
did put the spotlight on Mark Leibler and made him squirm, 
as did hard-hitting testimony submitted by the CEC, which 
was officially accepted by the Punch Committee. Leibler short¬ 
ly thereafter resigned his three tax advisory positions. But, 
have his old habits changed? 

On May 21, 1996, Tax Commissioner Michael Carmody 
gave a speech to the Corporate Tax Association, in which he 
said there was “clear evidence of extremely aggressive and 
questionable practices being employed. There is significant 
revenue at risk, estimated at $800 million per annum...”, Car¬ 
mody concluded. 

Then, on July 8,1996, ABC-TV’s 7:30 Report T&n a special 
feature on this missing $800 million per year which ultra- 
wealthy Australians had not paid to the Australian Tax Office. 
The 7:30 Report found that, in the tax avoidance business, 
“all roads lead to Mark Leibler”. 
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